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POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT EXEMPTION 


MONDAY, JUNE 13, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMopity SUBCOMMITTEE ON Datry AND PouLTry 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Lester R. Johnson (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Johnson, Hagen, Levering, McIntire, 
Dixon, and Quie. 

Also present: Christine S$. Gallagher, clerk, and John J. Heim- 
burger, counsel. 

Mr. Jounson (presiding). The subcommittee will please come to 
order. We have before us this morning H.R. 11050, which will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(H.R. 11050 follows :) 


(H.R. 11050, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 
A BILL To amend the Poultry Products Inspection Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 15 of the Act of August 28, 
1957, known as the Poultry Products Inspection Act (71 Stat. 447; 21 U.S.C. 
464), is amended by deleting from subsection 15(a)(8) the proviso reading: 
“Provided, however, That no such exemption shall continue in effect on and 
after July 1, 1960” and the colon preceding such proviso. 

Mr. Jounson. I am going to ask unanimous consent at this time to 
have put into the record a letter from Land O’Frost, Inc., a letter 
from the Pacific Dairy & Poultry Association of Los Angeles, Calif., 
a letter from the American Poultry & Hatchery Federation, a letter 
from the Pacific Dairy & Poultry Association, a telegram from 
A. J. Smith, the head of the I oultry Processors of Birmingham, Ala., 
a letter from the National Poultry Butter and Egg Assoc lation, a tele- 
gram from Gordon W. Sprague, Land O’ Lakes Creameries, Inc., 
a letter from Bright Foods, Inc., a letter from the American Associa- 
tion of University Women. 

(The letters follow :) 

LAND O’FRrost, INCc., 
Chicago, Ill., June 8, 1960. 
LESTER JOHNSON, 
Chairman of Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee, 
House Committee on Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

Mr. JoHNSON: In regards to the hearing of June 13, 1960, in room 1310, at 10 
a.m., on H.R. 11050, I want to express my opposition to this bill. 

Not being able to attend, I am hoping for you to consider the unfairness of this 
bill to everyone concerned. I hope you do whatever is necessary to vote this down 
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by your committee, so that the Department of Agriculture will be forced to ad- 
minister the Poultry Products Inspection Act as Congress intended when the law 
was passed. 

It puts several firms in my position with thousands and thousands of employees 
on a second class citizenship level which no one enjoys. Why should one have to 
pay while another has free, and where control of human health safety is equal. 

Thanking you for your considering my views and the thousands of employees, 

I remain, 

A. VAN EEKEREN, 


AMERICAN POULTRY & HATCHERY FEDERATION, 
Kansas City, Mo., June 7, 1960. 
Hon. Lester R. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee, 
Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This is to urge that your committee oppose H.R. 11050. 

This bill would grant authority to the Secretary of Agriculture to grant certain 
exemptions with respect to compulsory inspections of poultry products, particu- 
larly where “‘further processed” items are concerned. 

The poultry industry acted in good faith in supporting legislation designed to 
bring about compulsory inspections of poultry. Although the industry cannot re- 
port that everything has been “sweetness and light’? during the first 18 months 
under the Compulsory Inspections Act it nevertheless believes that the general 
purpose of the legislation was sound and in the interests of the consuming public. 

There can be no justification, however, for the loophole exemptions that would 
prevail if the Congress should pass H.R. 11050. The Secretary of Agriculture 
contends that the exemption powers should be continued in the interests of 
economy. It is somewhat amazing that the Department is so eager always to 
effect economies in work pertaining to the poultry industry. The poultry indus 
try has been fighting an uphill battle, striving to achieve stability with a minimum 
of Government assistance. 

The industry’s competitive position is weakened when it faces the prospect of 
no inspections on “further processed” poultry items when the Government at the 
same time does perform inspection on “further processed” items of red meat. 

Sincerely, 
Don M. TuRNBULL, Evecutive Secretary. 


PactFic Datry & PoULTRY ASSOCTATION, 
Los Angeles, Calif., June 7, 1960. 
LESTER R. JOHNSON, 
Member of Congress, House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

HONORABLE Srr: You as a member of the House Subcommittee on Dairy and 
Poultry will be asked to pass judgment on H.R. 11050, now scheduled for hearing 
on June 13. Weask you to give consideration to industry views, please. 

There is near unanimous opposition to the above bill from all segments of the 
industry. The attached resolution details for you the opposition unanimously 
voiced by industry on the west coast, who handle a substantial majority of all 
poultry processed. 

We do sincerely solicit your stand in opposition to H.R. 11050 as a measure 
that will continue to inflict undue hardship on the poultry industry at a time of 
burdening competition, with other meats being provided an inspection service 
without cost. and at a time the industry is weathering a critical economic crisis. 

Respectfully submitted as directed. 

Yours very truly, 
Cart E. Naty, Erecutive Scerctary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Poultry Products Inspection Act, enacted after long and careful 
consideration of industry, requires the inspection of all poultry products moving 
in interstate commerce: and 
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Whereas the intent of this act was to provide, without charge, a wholesomeness 
inspection service to the poultry industry; and 

Whereas the alleged lack of sufficient funds to carry out the terms of the act 
resulted in the Department of Agriculture extending temporary exemptions due 
to expire July 1, 1960, which in effect nullify important features of the Act; and 

Whereas an extension of exemption privileges is being sought in Congress 
under the proposal identified as H.R. 11050; and 

Whereas a serious legal problem is posed by the Department providing, with- 
out charge, inspection service to one segment of an industry and refusing such 
service to another segment of the industry; and 

Whereas the wholesomeness inspection legend on labeling is denied for certain 
poultry products that are further processed, even though fully inspected by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture in accordance with existing law; and 

Whereas products inspected under the so-called exemption provision are re- 
quired to be labeled in a derogatory and misleading manner as being exempted 
from the usual inspection service; and 

Whereas this is an intolerable situation which has been imposed through the 
alleged lack of adequate funds and the unnecessary exemption in the law: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the turkey steering committee, with the approval of the board 
of directors to the Pacific Dairy & Poultry Association, does unanimously oppose 
the enactment of H.R. 11050, requesting that it be removed from calendar and in 
its place the necessary funds be provided to conduct the inspection service as was 
intended under the Poultry Products Inspection Act. 


BIRMINGHAM, ALA., June 21, 1960. 
Congressman CaRL ELviort, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Your attention is requested to Monday, June 23, scheduled House Agriculture 
Committee hearing on H.R. 11050. Enactment would result in continued dis- 
crimination between red meat and poultry. I personally and the Alabama 
Poultry Association urge you to seek cancellation of this hearing and if unsuc- 
cessful appear at hearing to oppose in the best interest of our poultry industry. 

A. J. SMITH, 
President, Poultry Processors. 


NATIONAL POULTRY, BuTTER & Ea@ ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, Ill., June 8, 1960. 
Hon. Lester R. JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives, Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee, New House Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN JonNsoN: H.R. 11050 is unfair. 
It discriminates against the poultry industry. 
The measure should be voted down. 
The Mandatory Poultry Inspection Act should be allowed to supply the in- 
spection the law provided, and it should not be handled to do otherwise. 
GEORGE C. WITTERIED, 
Executive Secretary. 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., May 20, 1960. 
Hon. Lester R. JouNnson, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

We understand hearings are scheduled next Monday to consider relieving 
the Department of Agriculture of inspection responsibility in further processing 
of poultry. This is inconsistent with actions already taken. Continued super- 
vision of poultry is important to consumers. Since inspection at any state of 
processing is logically a consumer service, the expense should be born by taxes, 
not by assessment against industry. We understand the Poultry Institute wishes 
to present testimony, and request that you postpone, Monday’s hearings until 
the Poultry Institute can present its case. 

LAND ©’ LAKES CREAMERIES, INC., 
GORDON W. SPRAGUE. 
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BricutT Foops, Inc., 
Turlock, Calif., May 24, 1960. 
Hon. LEsTER R. JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Sir: This is in regard to the Poultry Products Inspection Act. 

Our company produces processed foods for national brands who require the 
poultry inspection shield to appear on the label. We are, therefore, required 
to maintain both Federal poultry and red-meat inspection. 

It was our understanding when the Poultry Products Inspection Act was 
passed that all who were producing poultry products shipped in interstate com. 
merce were required to maintain this mandatory inspection. Our plant was 
renovated at considerable cost to meet the new inspection regulations, only to 
find 6 months later that we must again start to pay for the inspection. It 
seems to us that this is not in keeping with the original intent of the law, 

Because of customer requirements we cannot operate without the inspection. 

We urge that you do all possible to see that the Department of Agriculture 
provides inspection as the law intended. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
CaLvIN E. Brieur. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN, 
Washington, D.C., June 10, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Poultry and Egg Subcommittee, Committee on Agriculture, U.S. House 
of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. JoHNSON: It has been brought to our attention that H.R. 11050 
is to be subject of hearings before the Poultry and Egg Subcommittee of the 
House Agriculture Committee on June 13. 

The AAUW would regret any weakening of the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act. Since it appears to us that deletion of the proviso reading: “Provided, 
however, That no such exemption shall continue in effect on and after July 1, 
1960,” from subsection 15(a) of Public Law 85-172 does weaken this legisla- 
tion and could obstruct its effective implementation, we express our hope that 
an adverse report is made by your subcommittee on H.R. 11050. 

We again wish to convey to you our appreciation of the efforts of the Agri- 
culture Committee to protect the consumer through the Poultry Inspection Act 
enacted in 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. KATHERINE W. BAIN, 
Chairman, Legislative Program Committee, 
Dr. OREEN RUEDI, 
Chairman, Social and Economic Issues Committee. 


Chairman Jounson. If other members of the committee have cor- 
respondence or statements that they desire to insert in the record, I ask 
unanimous consent for them to do so. Without objection, that may be 
done. 

The first witness is Congresswoman Leonor K, Sullivan. We shall 
be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mrs. Suxtuivan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have a short prepared statement that I think will explain the position 
that I have taken in this. 

The bill before you, introduced by the chairman of the House Agri- 
culture Committee at the request of the Department of Agriculture, 
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should be rejected. It is a bill to weaken the Poultry Products In- 
spection Act by giving the Secretary of Agriculture unlimited per- 
manent authority to exempt from inspection any plant in the country 
he so chooses, on the vague and variable grounds that inspecting some 
plants might be “impracticable.” This is not a proper basis for giving 
such broad discretionary powers to the Secretary at this time. 

A few words are certainly in order at this point about the back- 
ground of this proposed legislation. The Poultry Products Inspec- 
tion Act, which we enacted in August 1957, after great study and 
comprehensive hearings on both sides of the Capitol, provides for 
compulsory Federal inspection for wholesomeness of virtually all 
poultry and poultry products sold in interstate commerce. A second 
feature of the law, one not put into effect anywhere, would permit the 
Department of Agriculture to set up compulsory inspection programs 
within major marketing areas to include poultry sold there, including 
that sold only in intrastate commerce. But we are concerned right 
now only with interstate shipments. 

Because of the fact that this act set up a brand new program of 
Federal inspection for an agricultural commodity produced and sold 
in great quantity throughout the country, and because of the further 
fact that there was a shortage of technicians trained in poultry in- 
spection work compared to the suddenly increased need for such 
people—veterinarians and lay inspectors—we provided in the original 
act that when the compulsory interstate inspection program went 
into effect generally in January 1959, the Secretary, could, at his dis- 
cretion, and for the convenience of the Government, temporarily 
exempt individual plants from inspection but only for as long as 18 
months, or until July 1, 1960. It was felt. that all of the available 
inspectors would be needed at first in the plants producing the bulk 
of poultry sold in interstate commerce, but that, as more inspectors 
were trained and became available, they could be assigned to the tem- 
porarily exempted plants, presumable smaller plants including those 
in somewhat remote areas. 

It has not worked out in that fashion. The Secretary used the 
authority of this temporary exemption provision to exempt all plants 
engaged in the further processing of poultry products—for instance, 
those making chicken pies, turkey pies, soups, and soon. Most of the 
plants engaged in such processing work, incidentally, were so anxious 
to have inspection that they were willing to pay for Federal inspec- 
tion during the year-and-a-half period of exemption. That was the 
only way they could have the right to use the U.S. Inspected for Whole- 
someness seal on their products. They therefore paid to have Federal 
inspectors assigned to them under the voluntary poultry inspection 
program run by the Department as a separate activity from the com- 
pulsory inspection program. 

The bill now before you primarily represents an attempt by the 
Department of Agriculture to continue the present setup beyond July 
1. The Department’s reasons are purely budgetary. They feel that 
the 200 plants now paying to have their poultry products inspected 
would continue to do so and the 100 which have never bothered to 
seek inspection would perhaps eventually come in under the volun- 
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tary program. The budgetary aspects of this are twofold if the bill 
now before you were to pass: first, the Department would save the 
$1 million or so a year it will otherwi ise need in order to pay for com- 
pulsory inspection beginning July 1 in all 300 presently exempted 
plants; and secondly, it would lose the revenue it now receives from 
the 200 plants now paying for their inspection work under the volun- 
tary program. 

These are not valid reasons, Mr. Chairman, for opening a huge 
wedge into the effectiveness of the Poultry Products Inspection Act, 
Note that the language of the original law is such that the bill before 
you would open up the act to unlimited exemptions by the Secret ary, 
not just to plants now exempt. He could find it “impracticable” to 
have inspeciton in all plants making this or that poultry commodity, 
or in all plants having fewer than so many employees, or less than 
so much output per day. It was our purpose in writing the act that 
all poultry in interstate commerce, except for some few, strictly lim- 
ited specific types of shipments, must be inspected for wholesomeness, 
There is no reason now to change the act on that point—and certainly 
not for the mere purpose of some budgetary sleight-of-hand. 

The Department has been trying to achieve its exemptions goal this 
year in several ways. First, it tried to accomplish broader exemp- 
tions under the act by some far-reaching language it either suggested 
or accepted in the appropriation bill for the coming year. After I 
raised many questions on the floor as to the possible consequences to 
the program of the proposed appropriation language, and it was es- 
tablished that the language would drastically rewrite existing law on 
poultry inspection, the language was stric ‘ken from the appropriation 
bill on a point of order. ‘Fortunately, the Senate failed to include 
in the appropriation bill any similar language to reduce the etfective- 
ness or broaden the exemptions under the ‘Poultry Products Inspection 
Act. As a matter of fact, the Senate Appropriations Committee or- 
dered the Department to proceed on the assumption no change would 
be made in the law, and asked the Department to come for ward with 
a supplementary appropriation request to cover the added cost be- 
ginning July 1 of inspecting plants now exempted under the tem- 
porary provision. 

Mr. Chairman, I covered many aspects of this issue in some detail 
at the time the agricultural appropriation bill was before the House 
on May 10, particularly in a series of exchanges on the House floor 
with the chairman of the appropriations subcommittee which handled 
the money bill. I would appreciate it if you would include in your 
record at this point my exchanges with Congressman Whitten and the 
subsequent remarks I made at that time in explaining the importance 
of continuous inspection of poultry, not only at the time of slaughter, 
but when the poultry slaughtered in one plant is shipped and then 
made into poultry products in another. 

Mr. Jonnson. Without objections, you may have that put into the 
record at this point, if that is your desire. 

Mrs. Suniivan. Yes, sir. 

(The document entitled “Exhibit A” by Congresswoman Sullivan 
follows:) 


Tr 


ast aes Om COU lee lO! COU ae eee OU Ct 





> bill 
> the 
com- 
pted 
from 
olun- 


huge 
Act, 


»fore 
tary, 
2” to 
dity, 
than 
that 
lim- 
ness, 
uinly 


| this 
emp- 
ested 
ter I 
es to 
iS es- 
Ww on 
ation 
‘lude 
‘tive- 
ection 
© or- 
ould 
with 
t be- 
tem- 


letail 
louse 
floor 
idled 
your 
d the 
tance 
rhter, 
then 


o the 


livan 


POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION ACT EXEMPTION 7 


Exuisit A 
(By Congresswoman Sullivan) 


(Excerpts from Debate on Poultry Inspection Appropriation for 1961 Viscal Year 
in House of Representatives May 10, 1960, in Connection with H.R. 11217, 
Agricultural Appropriation Bill) 


Mr. Wuirtten. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Missouri [| Mrs. SULLIVAN]. 


QUESTIONS ON POULTRY INSPECTION 


Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I asked the chairman of the subcommittee for 
this time in order to obtain answers to several questions which occur to me about 
this appropriation bill and its accompanying report, which I think will be of 
great interest to every housewife. 

First of all, on poultry inspection, may I ask if the additional $500,000 pro- 
vided in the bill for poultry inspection will permit the continuous inspection 
beginning July 1, as required under the Poultry Inspection Act, of food items 
processed from poultry? It is my understanding from the officials of the Depart- 
ment that an additional $1 million over the current year’s appropriation would 
be required for this necessary function, and I have seen other figures showing it 
would cost anywhere from $500,000 to $1 million more. Therefore, the question 
which I have very strongly in mind is whether the extra $500,000 provided in this 
bill will be enough to allow the Poultry Division to place inspectors on a con- 
tinuing basis in all 300 plants now temporarily exempt from inspection because 
of a shortage of trained inspectors but which, under the law, must have their 
products continually inspected beginning with the coming July 1, and at Govern- 
ment expense. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the gentlewoman, it is my personal judgment that 
what is involved is what we might interpret continuous inspection to be. The 
committee tried to investigate fully this whole matter. It is to some degree 
between the Department and the processors as to protecting public health. In 
no instance have the inspectors in the 200 plants found anything injurious to the 
public health, but the processors in turn could use the stamp of the Department 
as part of their advertising. In fact, 200 out of the 300 do that. They definitely 
would like to shift the burden of that cost to the Government. The other third 
would like the Government to give them the inspection free so that they would 
be on equal terms with the others. 

The Department feels, as I understand it from their testimony, that having the 
little plants continuously inspected is not necessary to protect the public health, 
but they in turn refuse to give the stamp unless they do that inspection. What 
we do is say to the Department, “We are giving you that much money. Inspect 
them to the fullest degree to protect public health, but when you do it, go ahead 
and issue the stamp.” 

We thought that was a fair solution of the problem instead of meeting it head 
on. Whether you have to repeal the law by providing that no funds shall be used, 
or whether you have a lot of inspections to get the stamp, so far as the testimony 
is concerned, we thought that this was the best solution we could think of, and 
we hope we are right. 

Mrs. SuLLiIvaAn. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will be patient with me 
the law says all processing plants in interstate commerce must have inspection. 
About 300 have been temporarily exempted, but beginning July 1 that ex- 
emption expires. Now will he please explain the somewhat confusing, technical 
language on page 17, beginning on line 2, dealing with the poultry inspection pro- 
gram. Does that language change existing law so far as the requirements of 
the Poultry Products Inspection Act are concerned? If it does not change the 
law, why put this language in the bill? 

Mr. Wuitten. Frankly, I would take it that it changes the law by giving 
the Department some say-so about what inspection is necessary to protect the 
public health. 

Mr. Sutuivan. If it does change the law, as I also believe it does, is it 
proper for the Committee on Appropriations to change the requirements laid 
down for poultry inspection under legislation drafted by the legislative commit- 
tee on agriculture, and enacted by Congress several years ago? 
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Mr. WHITTEN. If we ask for a rule and they grant it, we would have the 
privilege of changing it if we saw fit to do so. But, this is, frankly, subject to 
a point of order. We think it is better than nothing and this is the best we can 
do. So we have not tried to override anybody, but we do think it is the best 
solution that we could think of. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. The law says that all poultry moving in interstate com- 
merce should be inspected, including products made from poultry. This lan- 
guage in the bill on page 17, “Provided, That the Department is hereby author- 
ized and directed to make such inspection of poultry products processing 
plants as it deems essential to the protection of public health and to permit 
the use of appropriate inspection labels where it determines from such inspec- 
tion that such plants operate in a manner which protects the public health, 
and not less than $500,000 shall be available for this purpose,” seems to say 
it would now be up to the Secretary in his discretion to decide which processed 
products are to be inspected, and under what circumstances the Department 
should assign inspectors to such processors, and also permits, apparently, some 
substitute seal to be used to attest to the wholesomeness of poultry which has 
not actually been inspected. 

Mr. WHITTEN. If the gentlewoman will yield to me, I must say I have never 
been a stickler about jurisdiction. We have so many problems here that if 
somebody were to handle some of them, I certainly would not object. The De- 
partment cannot determine which products are to be inspected, but they can 
determine what inspection is necessary to protect the public health. But when 
a legislative committee says that the Committee on Appropriations must ap- 
propriate, it looks to me as if some other group has probably stepped a little far. 
I think they should inspect, but I think it should be for the protection of public 
health and not for the stamp. But if they say that they have inspected this 
plant fully and adequately to protect the public health, I do not think they should 
be permitted to withhold the stamp. 

Mrs. SuLLIvVAN. The point I wanted to call attention to is this: If it is to be 
only a spot inspection program in plants making poultry pies, poultry soups and 
other products containing poultry, and yet anything that goes through that 
processing plant would carry a seal of wholesomeness, then I think we are mis- 
leading the housewife in allowing that seal to be on the product indicating that 
it has been inspected when it probably has not been inspected. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not know where we should end this. But they have been 
inspecting 200 plants and they have not found anything that would injure the 
public health and according to the letters that have been sent to me, they say 
that they pay for it because they want to use the stamp because it is a matter of 
advertising. I do thing if the gentlewoman would go along with this, we 
can work with this and see if we can resolve the situation. Again I say, only 
one objection and out it would go. 

Mrs. SuLitivan. But under the law, all these 300 exempted plants will have 
to be inspected beginning July 1, will they not? 

Mr. Wuitten. Unless the other body should put in a statement that, not- 
withstanding the legislation, no part of these funds can be used for such in- 
spection. Then the law would be repealed. We do not want to do that. We 
try to resolve it by saying that they must inspect, but the inspection must be for 
the purpose of protecting the public health, and when you do inspect, to say so. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I thank my colleague very much for his frank answers. It is 
Clear to me that the language in the proviso in question on page 17 relaxes the 
strict requirements of the Poultry Products Inspection Act insofar as that act 
now requires the inspection of all poultry and poultry products in interstate com- 
merce. The act permitted temporary exemption of some plants from the inspec- 
tion requirements for the convenience of the Government, because it was not 
considered feasible to provide inspectors at the start of 1959 for every plant in 
the country subject to the act. There was a shortage of trained personnel in 
this field. 

So the act as originally passed allowed this temporary exemption for 18 months 
of plants for which inspectors were not available. The Secretary choose to use 
this administrative authority to exempt from compulsory inspection all plants 
doing further processing of poultry into poultry products like soups, pies, and so 
forth, on the assumption that he would need all the trained inspectors available 
in January 1959 just to cover all of the slaughtering plants. 

The exemptions for the further processing plants expire on July 1. The Sec- 
retary has asked Congress to amend the law so that he can continue to exempt 
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such plants. Congress has not done so. In the meantime, many of these further 
processors—200 out of about 300 exempted plants—have felt it was so important 
to have their products inspected for wholesomeness by the Federal Government 
that they have paid out of their own funds to have their products continuously 
inspected under a voluntary inspection program operated by the Department. 
Under the law, however, they are entitled to the same kind of free inspection the 
slaughtering plants receive. 

This bill provides an additional $500,000 to the poultry division to provide 
inspection at plants processing poultry products but the language of the proviso 
on page 17 gives the Secretary discretionary powers he would not otherwise 
possess after July 1 to exempt particular plants from inspection. As I under- 
stand it, the proviso would permit a spot check inspection program, with a seal 
attesting to the wholesomeness of poultry products not produced under con- 
tinuous inspection. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. The wholesomeness of such poultry at the time of 
slaughter is no guarantee that the poultry is still wholesome when de- 
livered and processed in another plant halfway across the country. 

I hope I have made it clear why this bill s 
defeated in subcommittee—so that on July 1 the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act will go fully into effect on all poultry in interstate 
commerce as Congress originally intended and as the law now requires. 
The Budget Bureau will then have to release funds to the Department 
to cover the added cost of plant inspections on July 1 and Congress, 
in turn, will provide these funds through a supplemental appropria- 
tion bill. Otherwise, if the present exemptions continue beyond July 
1, it will be only a question of time before meat inspection is similarly 
undermined on this question of further processing. Let’s kill this 
right now. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Mrs. Sullivan, for your splendid state- 
ment. Weare very glad to have had you before our committee. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Drxon. I heard the gentlewoman on the floor, but I do not 
recall just what was said in particular at that time. I am wondering 
what opportunity there would be now for the Department to get a 
supplementary appropriation which would be necessary—do you have 
any idea on that ? 

Mrs. Suitivan. I know that they are considering a supplementary 
appropriation bill at the present time, bec: ause I am going before the 
committee at 10:30 o’clock today on one item in which ‘Tam very much 
interested. So there is going to be one before we adjourn. 

Mr. Dixon. In Mr. Whitten’s reply to you, he indicated that they 
might favor a supplementary appropriation. 

Mrs. Suturvan. It had not gotten that far, Mr. Dixon, when it was 
on the floor on May 10, because the appropriation bill had in restric- 
tive language which really would have given the Secretary this exemp- 
tion that he was wanting and we disc vussed it during the debate of the 
bill. At that time there was a $10 million item for poultry inspection, 
but the one part that was subject to a point of order was earmarking 
just a certain amount that would be used for poultry products inspec- 
tion, and we had that deleted because of the trouble that it might cause 
in giving the Secretary the power to exempt these plants that were 


under exempti ion up until July 1 of this year, that is, to further exempt 
them 


Mr. Dixon. Thank you. 
Mr. Jonunson. Are there any further questions or comments? 
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Mr. McIntree. I am well aware of the gentle lady’s interest, par- 
ticularly in coming here this morning. I think that the amount you 
referred to was $500,000. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. That was earmarked. 

Mr. McIntire. Which would be available for the poultry products 
inspection. The whole language was in very unc ertain language and 
it was very difficult to know exactly what was meant by it. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. I certainly appreciate your being here this morning. 

Mr. Jounson. I have heard that Senator Russell is ver y much in 
favor of the supplementary appropriation, to add it to the appro- 
priation, is that correct ? 

Mrs. Sutiivan. That is right. 

Mr. Levertna. I have no questions, but I want to compliment the 
gentlewoman for her very fine statement. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Thank you, Mr. Levering. 

Mr. Jonnson. If there are no further questions, we thank you again. 

Mrs. Sutxivan. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. I understand that we have two Congressmen here 
from Arkansas this morning. I will ask both of them to come to the 
witness chair at the same time. 

We have Representatives Trimble and Alford of Arkansas. And I 
understand that they have some people with them. We should like 
to have you all come forward. 

I believe that we will have to stick to seniority and we will first 
call on Congressman Trimble. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Trowece. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
want to appear here in opposition to this bill introduced by your 
chairman. 

The poultry industry in the district which I represent is the sec- 
ond largest industry in our district. They are vitally interested in the 
defeat of this bill. 

I have with me here Mr. John M. Haid, who is the general manager 
of the Arkansas Poultry Federation. 

I want to briefly say that while the Department of Agriculture, 
unintentionally I am sure, has discriminated against the poultry in- 
dustry in that it requires it to assume responsibilities under the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1957 that the meat industry otherwise does not have 
to assume. And I hope that this bill is defeated for that reason and 
for the further reason that now the poultry industry is developing its 
export markets. 

They are making wonderful progress in that direction. And in 
order to develop it properly they need the full force of this Federal 
Inspection Act. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I hope that this bill is de- 
feated in committee. That is the easiest way to do it. And I hope 
that is what is done. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jounson. We will now hear from Representative Alford. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. DALE ALFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE FIFTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Atrorp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
preciate the opportunity of appearing here this morning. I ask 
unanimous consent to rev ise and extend my remarks, as I came in at 
a late hour last evening from my State and have not had time to pre- 
pare a statement. 

I do have some first-hand information relative to the poultry indus- 
try. I have with me on my right Mr. Harold Snyder, who is presi- 
dent of Arkansas Valley Industries, Inc. Mr. Trimble has already 
introduced Mr. Haid of the Poultry Federation. 

I am sure that all of you are not aware of the fact that the State 
of Arkansas is the second largest poultry-producing State in the 
Union, as far as volume of poultry is concerned. Thus, you can 
readily see that we are vitally concerned with the effects that this par- 
ticular legislation has upon the economy of our State and particularly 
the district which I serve, which has the rich Arkansas River Valley 
located in the center. 

For many years we have had a little difficulty adjusting from the 
age-old situation of cotton being the king in our section of the coun- 
try and have diversified our farming industry. Poultry has risen to 
the forefront in our State and many individuals throughout the coun- 
try, businessmen and leaders in agriculture, are well aware of this. 

I am sure that some of the members of the committee may or may 
not know that my profession, prior to being a member of C ongress, 
was that of the medical profession. I have taught in two universi- 
ties in this country. I have some knowledge, therefore, of the prob- 
lems that confront the meat industry in general relative to the health 
aspects of inspection. 

I ask unanimous consent at this time that the Honorable Wilbur 
Mills, the distinguished chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, 
may file a statement in opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Jonson. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Atrorp. We are asking this morning that equity be exercised 
in behalf of the poultry industry relative to the other members of the 
meat industry. All that we ask in behalf of poultry is that the poul- 
try industry have the same rights and privileges as the red meat- 
industry. 

For instance, I would like to go into a little bit of detail here and 
take one of the plants that Mr. Snyder operates as an example. He 
has the slaughterhouse. And in the processing of poultry, Mr. Snyder 
is required to have a graduate, licensed doctor of veterinary medicine 
present in the plant. The industry pays his salary, of course. 

Under the doctor of veterinary medicine, inspectors that are trained 
and licensed by the Department of Agriculture are employed. The 
industry, of course, pays for these inspectors. 

The poultry industry has been very much concerned with wh»t is 
commonly known in the industry as CRD—chronic respiratory di- 
sease. These lay inspectors are given short periods of training to 
identify caseous material that is present in the birds. 

There has been a great question about the fairness so far as in- 
spection is concerned, relative to the slaughtered animal, because of the 
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very great number that are condemned. Speaking with some train- 
ing in pathology, we are not condemning that inspection except to say 
that the inspectors are leaning over backward to condemn birds rather 
than letting them go through. 

Then, what we are asking this morning, since that inspection is 
already in force, is that the poultry industry be allowed to further 
process its birds without discrimination arising from this same in- 
spection. For example, we would like to develop for the large amount 
of poultry we have in Arkansas further processing plants for cooking 
the meat and freezing it and selling the product in the form of TV 
dinners, et cetera. This will be of great value economically to our 
section of the country. 

The poultry industry does not have the privilege now of enjoying 
the same privilege that is enjoyed by the red meat industry in a like 
manner. By this I mean to say that if the poultry industry cooks 
the meat and then processes it for sale, the poultry industry is re- 
quired now by the Department of Agriculture to place on the finished 
product a statement that it has not been approved as a federally in- 
spected product. And yet it has already passed inspection at the 
slaughterhouse. 

I merely give the foregoing as an example of my first-hand insight 
as to the existing situation. 

You will recall that some years ago the various health agencies 
were very much concerned with pork, relative to worms being present. 
And then finally the Department of Agriculture arrived at the ruling, 
or the regulation, that the meat would be approved as being inspected, 
that is, U.S. inspected meat, if the liver were destroyed in the evisera- 
tion process. 

Yet, the poultry industry does not enjoy the same privilege relative 
to chronic respiratory disease in finding the caseous mater ial, so that 
the meat is thoroughly inspected. And there is no question about 
that. (¢ ‘onsequently, we appear here today in opposition to this legis- 
lation simply feeling that the poultry industry is being discriminated 
against. 

And as Congressman Trimble has amply pointed out, not by inten- 
tion, we are sure—we are assured of that by the Department of Agri- 
culture; but, in fact, the present legislation is discriminatory against 
a very important industry in our section of the country, and not just 
in Arkansas, but it will affect the economy of the Nation as well. 

We ask that this legislation be disapproved by the committee. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Do the two gentlemen accompanying you have any 
statements to make? 

Mr. Atrorp. They are not ready file a statement, but they are ready 
to answer any questions that the committee might have. 

Mr. Jounson. Do they care to file a statement at a later date? 

Mr. Ham. We join the institute in their statement. 

Mr. Snyper. We joint the institute in their statement. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any questions or comments ? 

Mr. McIntire. I havea question of Judge Trimble. 

I am appreciative of your being here “this morning to give your 
opinion relative to this legislation. You made reference to CRD. 
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Perhaps one or the other of the gentlemen with you could give us 
an idea of the percentage that it runs. 

Mr. Snyper. Right now it is running about 3 percent. 

Mr. McInviriee. That is a matter that has had considerable study, 
Iam sure. 

Do you feel that some progress is being made in the inspection 
service to solve some of the problem which has been related to this? 
Has there been some progress made in getting information, so to 
speak / 

Mr. Snyper. I am glad that you asked that question. We do feel 
that there is progress being made. The bill that was originally passed 
by you gentlemen, we, as an industry, accepted it in the interests of 
pub lic he: ulth and welfare. And we are doing everything that we can 
to carry it out. It is our feeling that if the Department could be im- 
pressed with the idea of trying to make the bill work—that' is, the 
inspection work—without making any changes as we are trying to 
do here; that if they would listen a little bit to some of us in the in- 
dustry, that together we could make this thing work. «The idea is 
right. Give us some more time and we should be able to make it work 
providing they will sit down with us and let us make some suggestions, 

Mr. McIntire. Am I correct in my understanding that there is now 
a technical committee, an advisory committee made up of people from 
several States who are competent and expe rt in the area of poultry 
pathology which has recently been set up? Do you feel that this will 
serve as a very helpful arr: angement in relation to getting at the ap- 
propriate interpretation of the regulations with relation to chronic 
respiratory diseases, and so forth ? 

Mr. Snyper. Yes. However, that committee is directed mostly to 
one-half of the things that might prevent- assuming that all of the 
problem is there. We still ne ‘ed to get more into the field of the actual 
pathology as to what is really harmful to the human being. 

Mr. at Inrire. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. L EVERING. As to the 3 percent—what happens to them? Are 
they used for something other than human consumption ? 

Mr. Snyper. They can only be used to go into what we call render- 
ing plants where they go into fertilizer or into fed. I mean that they 
are destroyed. The docotors see that they are destroyed so that they 
cannot be used for human consumption. 

Mr. Levertnc. What accounts for that 3 percent, respiratory 
diseases ? 

Mr. Snyper. It is mostly respiratory trouble. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions? If not, I want to 
thank you gentlemen for appearing before the committee. 

Mr. Atrorp. Thank you. 

Mr. Trimeie. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. We will now hear the statements of the Hon. Wilbur 
D. Mills, a Representative in Congress from the Second Congressional 
District of the State of Arkansas and Hon. James C. Oliver, a Rep- 
resentative in Congress from the State of Maine. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILBUR D. MILLS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Mitzs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to make a statement in opposition to H.R. 11050, 
86th Congress, 2d session, a bill to amend the Poultry Products Inspec- 
tion Act. This act, approved August 28, 1957, requires that after 
January 1, 1959, all poultry products processed for interstate or for- 
eign commerce be federally inspected. Section 15 authorizes the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture until June 30, 1960, to exempt the following three 
groups from the full inspection requirements of the act: 

(1) Poultry producers who process and sell poultry directly 
to consumers or to restaurants, hotels or boarding houses for prep- 
aration and serving in their own homes or eating establishments; 

(2) Retail dealers with respect to poultry products sold direct- 
ly to consumers in individual retail stores, if the only processing 
operation performed by the dealers is the cutting up of poultry 
products on the premises where such sales to consumers are made; 
and 

(3) Processors engaged in processing operations in which it 
is determined to be impracticable to provide inspection and where 
exemption will aid in the effective administration of the act. 

H.R. 11050, if enacted, would give the Secretary of Agriculture 
authority to continue to grant exemptions under section 15. 

Since January 1, 1959, the Department of Agriculture has exempted 
all plants which process food products containing poultry meat as 
an ingredient from the continuous complete type of inspection to which 
slaughtering or eviscerating establishments are subjected. It is 
alleged that this action was taken in order that available funds and 
personnel could be concentrated in providing continuous and com- 
plete inspection and supervision in slaughtering and eviscerating 
plants. 

Plants engaged in further processing of poultry or poultry products 
are required to meet facility, operating, and sanitary standards com- 
parable to those required of slaughtering or eviscerating plants. All 
poultry used in such establishments must be officially inspected poultry 
from officially inspected establishments. 

Plants which are exempt from full inspection requirements of the 
Poultry Preducts Inspection Act are not permitted to use the official 
“inspected for wholesomeness” label on their products. However, the 
labels used by such plants are subject to the approval of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

In order to be permitted to use the official “inspected for whole- 
someness” label, the exempt plants may request full inspection but 
must pay the total cost of such inspection, The cost of this inspection 
in nonexempt plants is borne by the Federal Government. 

Currently, approximately 331 plants subject to the provisions of the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act are engaged in the further processing 
of poultry and poultry products. About 215 of these plants have 
been provided with complete inspection service on a request basis at 
their own expense and are using the official inspection label on their 
products. They have found this to be desirable because of consumer 
preference for products carrying the official inspection label. 
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Since approximately two-thirds of the eae ae a high 
percentage of all poultry products processed find it desirable to re- 
quest full inspection, it would appear that it is highly important that 
such inspection be mandatory with respect to all processors engaged 
in processing poultry products moving in interstate and foreign 
commerce. 

The Poultry Products Inspection Act is of major importance and 
concern to the poultry industry and the public. It is not a law which 
came lightly into being. On the contrary, this matter was the subject 
of exhaustive hearings and careful consideration in both the Senate 
and House of Representatives during two sessions of the Congress. 
The problem of poultry inspection was given considerable study by 
the poultry industry, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. Public 
Health Service, Food and Drug Administration, State, county, and 
city officials, and many other groups concerned with the general wel- 
fare of consumers. 

The law with the support of numerous organizations thus was en- 
acted to protect consumers and the poultry industry. The poultry 
industry acted in good faith in supporting legislation designed to 
bring about compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. 
The act specifically provides that the cost of such inspection shall be 
borne by the Federal Government. Under these circumstances, there 
appears to be no justification for providing inspection to one segment 
of the poultry industry on a compulsory basis at Government cost and 
at the same time requiring those engaged in further processing to pay 
the entire cost of such inspection in order to be able to use the official 
inspection label on their product. This action appears particularly 
unfair at this time when the poultry industry is fighting an uphill 
battle to achieve stability with a minimum of Government assistance. 

I believe enactment of this bill would greatly weaken the Poultry 
Products Inspection Act and would be contrary to its original ob- 
jectives. It would be discriminatory since it would give the Secretary 
continuing authority to provide inspection service to one segment of 
the industry without cost while other sectors in order to obtain this 
inspection would have to pay the full cost. 

In view of the importance of complete inspection on all poultry and 
poultry products moving in interstate commerce to protect both pro- 
ducers and consumers and the fact that inspection would be weakened 
by granting permanent authority to exempt certain groups engaged in 
the industry from such compulsory inspection, I urge this committee 
to act in opposition to this bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES C. OLIVER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. Cuarrman. The bill now before you (H.R. 11050) is one which 
will not only greatly weaken the Poultry Produce Inspection Act of 
1958, but one which will also work a serious injustice upon many 
poultry product producers, as well as the public, generally. There- 
fore, I feel that this bill should be rejected. 

The weakening of the Inspection Act is brought about by this bill 
in an indirect manner by the deletion of a part of subsection 15(a) (3), 
which calls for no further exemptions from the required inspection 
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on ~ after July 1, 1960. By a deletion of the part of subsection 
15(a) (3), we will be giving the Secretary of Agriculture unlimited 
eee authority to exempt from inspection any plant in the 
country he so chooses. This authority would be based on the vague 
= variable ground that inspection of some plants might be imprac- 

‘able. Such a basis, I feel, is not proper for such broad discretionary 
oars to be given the Secretary. Furthermore, it was our purpose 
in writing the Inspection Act that all poultry in interstate commerce, 
except for some few strictly limited specific types of shipments, must 
be inspected for wholesomeness. The full effect of the act was delayed 
for 18 months or until July 1, 1960, primarily because of the shortage 
of technicians trained in poultry inspection work. To effectuate this 
delay, the Secretary was given the powe r to exempt, at his discretion, 
and for the convenience of the Government, individual plants. This 
exemption power, as we intended, was to be used in the cases of small, 
remote plants, or generally, where sufficient technicians were not 
available. However, the Secretary chose to use this power to exempt 
all plants engaged in the farther processing of poultry products, some- 
thing which I do not believe we ever int ended the author ity to be used 
for. 

And now, the Department evidently feels that having the small 
plants and the plants involved in further processing of poultry con- 
tinuously inspected is not necessary to protect the public health. They 
would seem to be indirec tly proposing a different system of inspection 
than the one originally provided for in the Inspection Act. The sys- 
tem being proposed would appear t » be a spot Inspection program 
rather than the original syste m of continuous inspection at each in- 
dividual plant, as require <l by the act. However, even if the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture denies that they have such intentions, such would 
be very well within their power if this bill amending the Inspection 
Act is allowed to pass. 

But beyond even oo oe -w toward inspections, the Department, in 
fact, could very well, a continuation of this exemption power in 
the Secret: ry, all but re a al this act by exemptions to all or a large 
number of the plants in the poultry and poultry products industry 
simply by stating that in its discretion, such continuation of inspection 
is not necessary to protect the public health, and further, that sue th 
action is for the convenience of the Government. Thus, I believe some 
of the dangerous results possible to the original act can well be visual- 
ized. 

Next, let us consider the injustices of this bill as it effects the poultry 
industry, itself. 

By the exercise of the discretionary power of exemption temporarily 
given the Secretary of Agriculture in the Inspection Act, the Secre- 
tary exempted the plants of poultry product producers, approximately 
300 in all, from the compulsory inspection. Most of these plants, i.e. 
66 percent, desired this inspection so much that they paid out of their 
own funds to have Federal inspectors assigned to them under the 
voluntary poultry inspection program run by the Department of Agri- 
culture as a separate activity from the « sompuleory program, with the 
view that by no later than July 1, 1960, the Government would relieve 
them of the cost of such inspections, since under the act, they are en- 
entitled to the same kind of free inspection that the slaughteri ing plants 
receive. 
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Furthermore, these approximately 200 poultry product producers, 
who paid to have this voluntary inspection service, have also paid 
out of their own funds the considerable cost to bring their plants in 
conformance with the requirements of the Poultry Products Inspec- 
tion Act, and have thus relied, and I believe justifis ibly, upon the act as 
passed in that they would have to so comply anyhow by July 1, 1960. 
Are we at this late date, to tell these parties that their good faith in 
compliance was for nought? This, I believe, would constitute a sub- 
stantial injustice to them. 


MARCH 21, 1960. 
Representative JAMES C. OLIVER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. Ortver: The status of the program covering the inspection of 
poultry processing and poultry products has been brought quite clearly to 
our attention. 


\t a very considerable expense in time and money we have brought our plant 
into conformance with the requirements of the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act. In view of this we appeal to you on behalf of ourselves (and the other 
conforming poultry producers and processors) to exercise your influence to the 
fullest in urging that sufficient funds be appropriated for administering and 
carrying out the act fairly and in aecordance with its terms. 

With sincere appreciation for your interest, we are 

Very truly yours, 
Witp AcrES GouRMET F oops, INC., 
Kk. C. Apams, President. 

Another consideration should well be the detrimental negative effect 
which this bill will have on the producers who have wey one with 
the Inspex tion Act, by depriving to them the use of the U.S.-inspect- 
ed-for-wholesomeness seal unless they continue to pay for the Federal 
inspection under the voluntary plan, which the Inspection Act more 
or less promised them they would not have to pay for after July 1, 
1960. If these producers do not continue to pay for such inspection, 
they will have to delete from their advertising programs this recog- 
nized assurance of wholesomeness, which the public has come to ex- 
pect of such products. Such deletion might very well cause the public 
to question the wholesomeness of their products, and thus be quite 
detrimental to their sales of these products, in that it would require 
these products to be labeled in what is actually a derogatory manner. 


BURNHAM & MORRILL Co., 
Portland, Maine, May 23, 1960. 
Hon. JAMEs C, OLIVER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am enclosing a bulletin from the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries which is self-explanatory. 

If the situation is as reported here, it would seem, as a result of a misunder- 
standing, there is a danger of being forced to label poultry products in a manner 
which is detrimental to the industry. I believe this is of particular interest to 
you since poultry is so important to Maine’s economy. 

Sincerely, 
DouGALD MACDONALD, Vice President, Production. 

Thus, I believe my colleagues can well envision the injustices of 
this bill to the Poultry P roduc ts Producers. 

The last. point which I wish to bring to your attention in regard 
to this bill is the dangerous effect which it might well have on the 
general public as consumers of these products if the Sec retary under 
his discretionary powers were to replace the originally provided for 
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system of continuous inspections at each individual plant, with a 
system of spot inspections. Under such a system as that last. men- 
tioned, if the Department were to still allow the use of the U.S. in- 
spected- for-wholesomeness seal by the producers, this would be very 
misleading to the purchaser of such products, who have come to rely 
strongly upon this seal, in that the very large amount of such products 
which would carry this seal would not, most t likely, have been inspected 
at all. 

Mr. Jounson. I understand that Congressman Nelsen, the Repre- 
sentative from Minnesota, is here. Would you like to make a state- 
ment at this time? 


STATEMENT OF HON. ANCHER NELSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Netsen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
no prepared statement but I might review some of the interest that 
has been expressed by the people in my district. 

I have here a letter from the Tony Downs Food Co. of St. James, 
Minn. 

Earlier when this bill was before the committee, I received a tele- 
gram from Mr. Downs and I then immediately contacted the commit- 
tee. They advised me that the hearing had been set for today, June 
13. And here is a letter from Mr. Downs. While he gives me credit 
for having arranged to have the hearing delayed, whic sh is an acknowl- 
edgement that I do not deserve, actually I am grateful that the com- 
mittee took such action. I would like to submit this letter for the 
record from Mr. Downs. 

Mr. Jonnson. That will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The letter dated June 8, 1960 follows:) 


Tony Downs Foops Co. 
St. James, Minn., June 8, 1960. 
Representative ANCHER NELSEN, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE NELSEN: I sincerely appreciate your letter of May 25 
and your help in getting the hearings on H.R. 11050 postponed to June 13. This 
delay has given all of us in the poultry and egg industry an opportunity to pre- 
pare a statement with our views on this important matter. 

As you may know, the Poultry Products Inspection Act has now been in force 
for about 2 years. When this legislation was being considered and officially en- 
acted, it was made clear to the poultry industry that the cost of inspection would 
be financed from appropriated funds, making poultry inspection and red meat 
inspection the same. 

In January of 1959 the Department of Agriculture indicated they would prob- 
ably not have adequate funds and under section 15 of the law the Secretary was 
able to exempt those firms doing further processing. Actually, this is not an 
exemption at all, since if you do further processing you must meet all the require 
ments of the act and this is explained in regulation 81.202 of the Poultry Prod- 
ucts Inspection Act. If you accept this exemption you must then label your 
product in a manner which we think is extremely derogatory, namely; “processed 
under USDA No. 487.” I am sure you will agree this is not desirable at all. 

For reasons not well understood by members of the poultry industry, the De- 
partment of Agriculture in 1959 when they testified before the House Appropri- 
ations Committee failed to ask for funds to conduct inspection of further 
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processing plants. And again in 1960, the Department likewise failed to request 
funds for further processing when at the same time the Department in testifying 
in behalf of red meat inspection did ask for funds for that comparable inspec- 
tion in the red meat industry. 

Our trade association, the Institute of American Poultry Industries, testified 
before both the House and Senate Appropriations Committee. I am enclosing 
a copy of the statement that was presented. 

The Department is now asking for this amendment to the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act which would permit the Department to continue to exempt plants 
such as ours and in effect force us to purchase their voluntary inspection pro- 
gram. We are opposed to this and we feel it is time the Department lived up 
to their responsibilities. 

I am not sure I will be able to appear at the hearings on June 13, but I know 
that the institute will testify and we will be supporting their position. I also 
believe that the Minnesota Poultry Butter and Egg Association will join the 
institute in opposing H.R. 11050 and your help in this matter is much appreciated. 

I hope that you will see fit to discuss this with members of the committee and 
register your strong opposition to the Department supported bill. 

Yours very truly, 
Tony Downs, President. 

Mr. Netsen. I might add that I would like to associate my com- 
ments with those that were just made by Dr. Alford of Arkansas in 
the position that he takes, which is identical to the one that the people 
in my district harbor. 

I hope that the committee will see fit to go along with the recom- 
mendations that have been presented. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you. 

We next will hear from Representative Burr P. Harrison of 
Virginia, 


STATEMENT OF HON. BURR P. HARRISON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SEVENTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, at the request of the Virginia State 
Poultry Federation, I desire to register the opposition of the associa- 
tion to H.R. 11050, which would extend the authority of the Depart- 

ment of Agriculture to exempt certain “further processed poultry 
og onal from the mandatory Federal poultry inspection provided 
IV law. 

“Mr. J. Paul Williams, executive secretary of the federation, has 
written me, in part as follows: 


If this bill were passed, it would allow the Department of Agriculture to 
continue to discriminate against the poultry industry by exempting from inspec- 
tion poultry processed into pies and other convenience items and the fact that 
this product would be stamped “Exempt From Inspection” or some such word- 
ing would put these products in an unfavorable light with the consumer. 

As I understand it, all red meat items moving in interstate commerce are 
inspected and the inspection service is paid for by the Federal Government. 
To deny the poultry industry the same service which is provided for the red 
meat industry appears to us to be entirely indefensible. 


A major Virginia poultry processor adds this comment: 


This industry, which is working so hard to find new markets, meet new 
challenges, keeping the poultry industry healthy and progressive, certainly Can- 
not stand to have this discriminatory type of legislation passed against it * * * 
especially since it has asked for very little help over the years from the Govern- 
ment other than to see the poultry industry was treated fairly and reasonably. 
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It is an inescapable fact, certainly, that the intent of the Congress 

ras to give the Department of Agriculture some flexibility in the early 
stipes of the Federal poultry inspection program. The insertion by 
the C ongress of a specific termination date of the Department’s ex- 
emption “author ity, however, makes it plain that the congressional in- 
tent was to extend inspection to the so-called further processed items, 
which have won a high degree of acceptance from the consumer. Ex- 
panded marketing of these items would be hampered severely by the 
indefinite continuation of their marketing under exempted status, no 
matter how wholesome they might be, because the housewife has be- 
come accustomed to noting the Federal inspection seal on poultry 
items. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that this committee will decide to preserve 
the original intent of the Congress and permit the extension of the 
Federal inspection program to these items as provided in existing law. 

Mr. Jounson. We thank you. 

Next, we will hear from Congressman Charles H. Brown. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES H. BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SEVENTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the at- 
tached telegram from one of our southwest Missouri poultry proces- 
sors. speaks my sentiments exactly. I hope the committee will not pass 
this unnecessary legislation because it is not in accordance with the 
promises that were made the poultry industry when we established uni- 
versal poultry inspection. 

There are many opportunities for economy in the Agriculture De- 
partment, but this relatively small portion of the Department’s budget 
is not the place to slash costs. 

Mr. Jomnson. Thank you very much. The telegram will be made a 
part of the record at this point. 

(The telegram dated June 9, 1960, follows :) 


ANDERSON, Mo., June 9, 1960. 
CHARLES H. Brown, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

We are opposed to H.R. 11050. scheduled for hearing before Dairy and Poultry 
Subcdémmittee, June 13, 1960, room 1310. When the Poultry Products Inspec- 
tion Act was originally passed it provided free inspection by the Department 
of Agriculture to poultry processors. Later the Secretary of Agriculture was 
permitted exemption authority for such inspection service to certain segments 
of industry. This bill proposes to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to 
continue to exercise this exemption indefinitely. This is not in accordance with 
what was promised poultry processors when the original bill was passed, Will 
appreciate strong opposition to this bill at the committee hearing. 

R. L. SHANNON, 
Vice President, Poultry Packers, Inc. 


Mr. Jounson. The next witness on our list is Mr. O. V. Wells, 
Administrator of the Agricultural Marketing Service of the U.S. De- 
partment of A griculture. 

Will you please come forward, together with those whom you de- 
sire to have sit. with you? 
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Mr. We ts. I have with me Mr. Charles W. Bucy, Assistant Gen- 
eral Counsel for marketing and regulatory laws; Mr. Hermon I. 
Miller, Director of the Poultry Division, and Nathan Koenig, Special 
Assistant to the Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Mr. Jounson. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF 0. V. WELLS, ADMINISTRATOR; ACCOMPANIED BY 
CHARLES W. BUCY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL; HERMON I. 
MILLER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DIVISION; AND NATHAN KOENIG, 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Wetuis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we in 
the Department of Agriculture welcome the opportunity to partici- 
pate in the hearing on H.R, 11050, a bill to amend the Poultry Prod- 
ucts Inspection Act. This legislation was proposed by the Depart- 
ment to continue exemption authority which, as now provided in the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act, expires on June 30, 1960. 

The act, approved August 28, 1957, requires that after January 1, 
1959, all poultry products processed for interstate or foreign com- 
merce be prepared under Federal inspection. Section 15 of this act 
authorizes the Secretary to exempt from the requirements of the act 
four groups: (1) Poultry producers who process and sell poultry di- 
rectly to consumers or to restaurants, hotels, or boardinghouses for 
preparation and serving in their own homes or eating establishments; 
(2) retail dealers insofar as the cutting up of poultry in individual 
retail stores for sales directly to consumers from these retail stores 
is concerned; (8) processors where it is determined to be impracti- 
cable to provide inspection and where exemption will aid in the effec- 
tive administration of the act. This authority terminates on June 
30, 1960; (4) the processing by persons of product to meet certain 
religious dietary laws. 

Since January 1, 1959, the Department has exempted all plants 
which process food products containing poultry meat as an ingredient 
from the continuous or complete type of inspection to which eviscerat- 
ing and slaughtering establishments are subjected. This action was 
taken in order that available resources, in terms of funds and person- 
nel, could be concentrated in providing continuous and complete 
inspection and supervision in the slaughtering and eviscerating plants, 
The Department determined that such a policy was in the best interest 
of the public because in determining the fitness of poultry for food 
uses, inspection of the birds and plant operations is essential at the 
time of slaughter and evisceration., 

Plants processing food products containing poultry: meat are re- 
quired to meet important aspects of the poultry inspection regulations 
before being granted exemption from continuous inspection. (1) The 
plant is required to meet facility, operating, and sanitary standards 
comparable to those required of slaughtering and eviscerating plants: 
(2) all labels used on products containing poultry meat are subject. to 
the approval by the Department; (3) all poultry used in the establish- 
ment is required to be officially inspected poultry from officially in- 
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spected establishments; and (4) the exemption number that is pro- 
vided the plant must appear on all containers before shipment in 
interstate commerce. 

Since the operations and the products processed in the plant are not 
subject to the continuous and complete type of inspection required of 
slaughtering and eviscerating plants, the exempted plants are not per- 
mitted to use the official “inspected for wholesomeness” label on the 
product. 

Recognizing that a number of processors might desire to avail them- 
selves of complete inspection services and the use of the official “in- 
spected for wholesomeness” label on their product, the Department 
has made available a complete official inspection service to any plant on 
a voluntary but fee-supported basis. 

According to latest information, there are approximately 331 plants 
subject to the act processing food products containing poultry meat. 
Currently 215 of these plants are being provided with complete in- 
spection service at their own expense under the voluntary program and 
are using the official inspection label on their products. 

These 215 plants purchased 288 million pounds of poultry meat in 
1959 for use in their food products. This constituted 82 percent of 
the 350 million pounds of poultry meat purchased by all plants. 

In the calendar year 1959, the quantity of poultry meat condemned 
in food-processing plants under the voluntary inspection program 
constituted less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total used in these 
plants. 

In addition to exemptions granted to plants processing food prod- 
ucts containing poultry meat, we have found it necessary and practical 
to issue exemption to one small dressing plant operator whose volume 
and operating time schedules would m: ake continuous inspection pro- 
hibitive costwise and impractical operationwise. Such situations are 
inherent in any program of the scope and nature of that under the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act. Authority providing for adminis- 
trative judgment for handling such situations is essential to sound and 
practical ea The present act will not provide this leeway 
after June 30, 1960. 

Based upon 18 months of operating experience under the Poultry 
Products Inspection Act, the Department feels that a continuation 
of the exemption authority is desirable. It in no way contemplates 
using such authority to diminish its inspection responsibility i in pro- 
viding adequate and complete inspection of all poultry in slaughter- 
ing and eviscer ating plants. It is clear that such inspection is es- 
sential in the public interest. Experience gained through exemption 
actions taken with respect to the food-processing plants using poul- 
try meat raises serious doubt as to the need for additional Federal 
expenditures i in such plants in the amount of $1,350,000 annually at 
this time in order to provide complete inspection. As indicated pre- 
viously, over two-thirds of these processing-plant operators have vol- 
untarily requested and paid for the complete service in order to as- 
sure their customers as to the wholesomeness of the product. They 
are paying approximately $1 million annually to give the consumer 
that assurance. Their combined use of officially inspected raw poul- 
try constitutes 82 percent of the total poultry involved. 
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Exemptions granted beyond the scope of the food-processing plants 
using poultry meat will be infrequent and used only to meet the most 
impractical and costly situations. 

Based upon these considerations, the Department urges passage 
of this bill. 

Mr. Jounson. I have been told that in making your request for 
funds in this year’s agricultural budget, you did not ask for any 
funds to cover this inspection. 

Mr. Wetts. Our request for this year’s appropriation, Mr. Chair- 
man, was to cover the origina] slaughtering plants only and specif- 
ically indicated that there were no funds in there for continuous 
inspection of plants which process products containing poultry meat, 
with the statement that we expected to ask the Congress to consider 
legislation such as that embodied in the bill now before us. 

Mr. Jounson. It seems that the law requires you to make such in- 
spections, and since it does, it would seem that you would have asked 
for the required funds. Or do you think that this legislation may 
be passed, and you will not have to have those funds? 

Mr. Wetus. We feel it is appropriate always to save money in the 
budget. 

Our operating experience has indicated that this is not an area 
which threatens the public health and that we believe that this kind 
of exemption stood an excellent chance of being extended by the 
Congress. 

Mr. JoHnson. You admit, however, in your statement that under 
the act as passed by the Congress, you will have to have inspection ? 

Mr. We ts. The act provides that following July 1, 1960, the ex- 
emption no longer applies, and the plants are subject to mandatory 
inspection. 

Mr. Jounson. You disregarded the act in not asking for funds to 
carry out the provisions of it, did you not ? 

Mr. Weuts. I am sure that the Bureau of the Budget approved the 
request as it came from the Department, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. But the Department did not ask for funds, that is, 
for enough funds to take care of the act as passed by the Congress? 

Mr. Weutts. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any other qustions? If there are no more 
questions, we thank you. 

Mr. Weis. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. Our next witness is Mr. Arnold Mayer, legislative 
representative of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters & Butcher Work- 
men, AFL-CIO. We shall be very glad to hear you now. 


STATEMENT OF ARNOLD MAYER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS & BUTCHER WORKMEN, AFIL- 
CIO, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Mayer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Arnold Mayer. I am the legislative representative of the 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters & Butcher Workmen of North America, 
AFL-CIO. 

The AMCBW is a labor union with 375,000 members organized in 
about 500 local unions throughout the United States and Canada. 
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The AMCBW and its locals have contracts with thousands of em- 
ployers in the meat, retail, poultry, egg, canning, leather, fish process- 
ing, and fur industries. 

Apparently, the top officials of the Department of Agriculture are 
on an offensive against consumers. Only a few months ago the De- 
partment attempted to stop lamb grading and rob the consumer of 
this necessary buying guide. Your committee stepped in splendidly 
and stopped this action against the consumer. 

In its fiscal year 1961 budget the Department did not request sutli- 
cient funds to carry out poultry inspection in compliance with the 
Poultry Products Ip spection Act. Now the Department is attempt- 
ing to carve entire portions of consumer-protection from the Poultry 
Products Inspection Act. 

It is ostensibly attempting to prevent the much-needed inspection 
of further processing operations in poultry. But the legislation it is 
requesting actually would allow it to end any part of poultry inspeec- 
tion. This is the effect of H.R. 11050. 

Permit me to go into the background of this legislation a bit. As 
you know, the laws providing both the meat and poultry mspection 
programs call for an inspection when (1) the animal is slaughtered 
and (2) when the poultry or red meat is processed into food products, 
such as sausages, chicken pies, soups, meat pies, etc. The latter opera- 
tion is called further or secondary processing. 

The further processing operations in red meat have been inspected 
for decades with excellent results. The Meat Inspection Division has 
established system whereby, with minimum costs, the consumer is fully 
protected against adulterated and dangerous meat products. 

But, even though the Poultry Products Inspection Act calls for the 
same type of inspection on processed poultry products, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has chiseled on this part of consumer protection 
since the act went into full effect on January 1, 1959. 

When the Poultry Products Inspection Act was enacted in 1957, 
this committee very wisely provided for a mandatory further process- 
ing inspection on all poultry products going into interstate commerce, 
As you will undoubtedly recall, there was not a single time when the 
need for this part of the inspection program was questioned. Al- 
though there was great dispute about many parts of the legislation, 
there was none about this particular section. Everyone agreed that 
further processing inspection was essential if poultry inspection was 
to work. There were then, and there are today, many very cogent 
health reasons why this part of poultry inspection is absolutely essen- 
tial. Here are just three of the reasons. There are more. 

1. In the highly competitive poultry industry, some operators will 
fall to the tempt: ition of using unfit meat if further processing opera- 
tions are not inspected. Meat and poultry from sick, and even ‘animals 
deceased before slaughter, could be used. The consumer would be no 
wiser. The foods can be effectively disguished. 

2. Unsafe and unfit additives provide a danger in uninspected op- 
erations. Even safe additives, such as nitrates and nitrites, could 
become dangerous if added to poultry products without adequate 
supervision. The Food and Drug Administration’s spot check in- 
spections are not sufficient to guard against this danger. 
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3. Not only poultry, but also other food products used in the further 
proc essing operations, such as vegetables, are highly perishable. These 
sroducts could be mixed with the meat when they are adulterated. 

‘hey can make the entire product a good candidate for causing food 
poisoning. | 

At the time of the enactment of the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act, several exemption sections were written into it. The important 
one in terms of the hearings here today is section 15(a) (3). It states: 


EXEMPTIONS 

Sec. 15(a). The Secretary shall, by regulation and under such conditions as 
to sanitary standards, practices, and procedures as he way prescribe, exempt 
from specific provisions of this Act 

* 4 * * * * * 

(3) for such period of time as the Secretary determines that it would be 
impracticable to provide inspection and the exemption will aid in the effective 
administration of this Act, any person engaged in the processing of poultry or 
poultry products for commerce and the poultry or poultry products processed 
by such person: Provided, however, that no such exemption shall continue in 
effect on and after July 1,1960; * * *. 

The legislative history of the Poultry Products Inspection Act 
shows that this section was to provide the flexibility needed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture during the difficult first 2 years of operation 
of this completely new program. Congress felt the Secretary might 
not be able to provide inspection for out-of-the-way plants during 
the early period of inspection. This section was to take care of the 
problem of these plants. 

Section 15(a)(3) was not aimed at permitting the Secretary of 
Agriculture to cut out complete parts of the inspection program. 
Yet that is exactly what he has done. This exemption was used to 
keep poultry further processing operations from being i inspected. We 
have in previous years complained about this situation, which we con- 
sidered illegal. 

You, perhaps, thought, as we did, that the exemption would spe- 
cifically end on July 1,1960. You may have thought that the Depart- 
ment will surely then request funds for further processing inspection. 
Unfortunately, this is not the case, The fiscal year 1961 budget re- 
quest was for funds which would begin to be used at exactly the time 
when the exemption of section 15(a) (3) becomes void. Yet, the De- 
ag hog it still did not request funds for further processing operations 
in the budget request. 

Instead, the Department asked for the introduction and enactment 
of H.R. 11050, which would make the exemption permanent. This 
legislation would not only completely change the concept of the 
exemption, but with it, the Department could, on its own authority, 
undo everything that Congress did to protect the consumer with the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act. Not only further processing inspec- 
tion could be prevented, but all inspec tion could, 

There is not one single section of the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act which could not be put aside by Department fiat if H.R. 11050 
were enacted. The Department could arrogate unto itself the powers 
of Congress. 

Our union will certainly oppose such legislation with all of the 
power at our command. We sincerely hope and trust that you will 
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not allow this positively arrogant move by the Department of Agri- 
culture. . 

We are being rather harsh with the Department of Agriculture and 
I believe rightly so. By these statements we mean the policymakers 
of the Department, because quite frankly, we believe that the inspec- 
tion branches, both in the poultry field and in the meat field, have 
done quite a ood job. I wanted to make that clear. 

Apparently the only reasons for the Department’s requesting this 
legislation are alleged “budgetary ones.” Considering the lack of 
importance the top “Department officials assign to consumer, they ap- 
parently feel that money can be saved by emasculating the Poultry 
Products Inspection Act. Perhaps the Department could show 
slightly lower budget figures, but these small savings would be made 
at the expense of the health of our citizens, 

There are some other persons who sincerely believe in the necessity 
of the inspection programs, but argue that the further processing 
inspection—or, perhaps, even all inspection—should be paid for by 
the packer or the processor. We must strongly disagree with this view. 
Our union very much fears that to have the pac kers or processors pay 
for all or a part of the inspection will seriously endanger the inspec- 
tion program to the detriment of consumers and workers. 

We have had experiences with inspection programs in which the 
processors paid for the services. These experiences have not been good. 
The inspection became more of a marketing program than a program 
for the protection of consumer health. Processors had an inordinate 
say in the running of the program. In addition, whenever things did 
not go their way, they indignantly told the Department of Agricul- 
ture “that since they paid for the program, it must be regarded as a 

“service to the industry” and not a consumer-protective health con- 
trol placed upon them. 

To maintain an independent, consumer-protective program, the 
Government will have to pay the cost of the inspection. There are 
many subtle ways in which the inspection can be influenced when the 
man whose products are to be inspected pays the bill for the 
inspec tion. 

There would really not be any savings to the average citizen if the 
processor or packer paid the inspection bill. Certainly, the figures in 
the budget might be reduced slightly, but the citizen would pay the 
cost anyway, for the expense of inspection would show up in consumer 
prices—and perhaps, a little more. The consumer would have less 
protection than he has now, but he would still pay the same bill, and 
perhaps more, 

As far as the cost of further processing inspection is concerned, the 
cost is only a small part of the entire poultry inspection program. 
The Department of Agriculture estimates that the further processing 
inspection in the poultry program will cost $1,300,000. This means 
that further processing inspection costs about 13 percent of the costs 
of inspection at the time of slaughter. This is not a great deal. 

The further processing inspection in both meat and poultry is not a 
double inspection. It is a rationalized program based on many years 
of experience during which techniques, adequate to protect the con- 
sumer, have been developed. They are techniques which are neither 
overexpensive nor overdone. 
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It is for these reasons, Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, that we urge your all-out opposition to H.R. 11050. It is legisla- 
tion aimed solely at robbing the consumer of protection which he has 
previously been promised by Congress and the President. 

We urge you to adversely report H.R. 11050 to demonstrate, as you 
demonstrated in your action on lamb grading and in eer draft- 
ing the Poultry Products Inspection Act, that you will not abide the 
attack on the consumers of the Department’s top officials. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity of presenting these views. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Mayer. 

Are there any questions or comments? 

Mr. McIntire. You quoted a specific part of the act. I appreciate 

our feeling, as you have expressed it, with relation to the Secretary, 
but I certainly will not concur in your observation that this has all 
been done as a tax on the consumers. 

I want to be on record that I hardly think it is a tax on the con- 
sumers. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions or comments ? 

If not, we thank you, Mr. Mayer, for your statement. 

Mr. Mayer. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. Our next witness is Mr. Harold M. Williams, presi- 
dent of the Institute of American Poultry Industries, Chicago, Il. 

We will be glad to hear you now. 

Mr. WituiaMs. I have with me Mr. Victor Pringle, who is executive 
secretary of the Rockingham Poultry Marketing Co-op. of Broadway, 
Va.; Mr. Chester Hoosh, who is representing the National Turkey 
Federation; and Mr. Joe Parker, the counsel of the institute. 

Mr. Jounson. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD M. WILLIAMS, PRESIDENT, INSTITUTE 
OF AMERICAN POULTRY INDUSTRIES, CHICAGO, ILL.; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY CHESTER C. HOOSH, ELKTON, VA., REPRESENTING 
THE NATIONAL TURKEY FEDERATION; VICTOR PRINGLE, 
BROADWAY, VA., REPRESENTING ROCKINGHAM POULTRY 
MARKETING CO-OP; AND JOSEPH PARKER, COUNSEL, INSTITUTE 
OF AMERICAN POULTRY INDUSTRIES AND THE NATIONAL 
TURKEY FEDERATION 


Mr. Writtams. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am Harold M. Williams, president of the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries, Chicago, Ill. This is a statement of the Institute 
of American Poultry Industries in opposition to H.R. 11050. At- 
tached you will find a list of national, regional, and State associations 
of the poultry and egg industry who have requested that the records 
show they are in support of this statement of the institute, 

The following organizations have requested that the record show 
they support the statement of the Institute of American Poultry 
Industries in opposition to H.R. 11050: 

American Poultry and Hatchery Federation ; 
Arkansas Poultry Federation ; 

Delmarva Poultry Industry, Ine.; 

Georgia Poultry Processors Association ; 
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Minnesota Poultry Butter and Egg Association ; 
National Poultry ‘Butter and Egg “Associt ition ; 
National Poultry Producers Federation ; 
National Turkey Federation ; 

North Central States Institute; 

Northeastern Poultry Producers Council ; 
Pacific Dairy and Poultry Association ; 

Texas Broiler Council; and 

Virginia State Poultry Federation. 

The institute of American Poultry Industries is a nonprofit organ- 
ization chartered by the State of Illinois nearly 35 years ago. Its 
membership includes processors and distributors of poultry produc ts 
in addition to producers, breeders, hatcherymen, and other allied 
interests. More than 90 percent of our processor members are smnal] 
businessmen—many of them f: amily operations which have developed 
through the years and grown up with the industry. 

H.R. 11050 introduced at the request of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture would strike out the termination date of dise retionary 
exemption authority and permit the Secretary of Agriculture to exer- 
cise such exemption authority indefinitely. This bill purports merely 
to seek continuation of authority to grant certain exe mptions, We 
feel the exemption authority is now being grossly misused by the 
Department of Agriculture to excuse itself or actually exempt itself 
from performing ry its obligation under the act. 

The subject of administration of the Poultry Products Ins spection 
Act which went into effect on January 1, 1959, is a matter of major im- 
portance and of great concern to the poultry indus try and to the con- 
suming public. This act was not a measure which came lightly into 
being. On the contrary, this particular piece of legislation was the 
subject of exhaustive hearings and careful consideration by the legis- 
lative committees of both the Senate and the House during two sessions 
of the Congress. ( ompuls ory ast ety inspection for a number of 
years had been given intensive study by the entire poultry industry; 


by the U.S Department of Agri iculture: U.S. Public Health Service: 
Food and Drug Administr: ition; State, county, and city officials: labor 
organizations; women’s clubs, and others. The legislation finally en- 


icted had the support of these and similar organizations, 

Because of the alleged lack of sufficient funds to carry out the act 
in accordance with its terms, the Department of Agriculture in 1959 
adopted pro cedures which, in effect, nullified important features of the 
act. The result is that inspection has not and is not now being pro- 
vided as directed and the act is not being fully and fairly carried out. 
Because of the alleged lack of funds, the Department, in 1959, adopted 
a so-called exempt proc edure for what it described as “further process- 
ing” operations. (These operations cover the preparation of poultry 
into poultry products after slaughter and evisceration and include 
such operations as cooking, canning, etc.) This so-called exemption 
procedure, in fact is not an exemption at all, 

It merely results in the denial of the use of an inspection legend on 
the product which is subject to and is in fact being regulated under the 
authority of the Poultry Products Inspection Act. These poultry 
products cannot be marketed in commerce unless they are prepared in 
plants which are constructed and operated in full compliance with 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture plant, facility, and sanitary regula- 
tions, and are wholesome. The labeling and packaging materials must 
be approved by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Notwithstand- 
ing these facts, the products are not permitted to bear an inspection 
legend showing the true facts that they are prepared of federally in- 
spected poultry meat and that they are prepared in plants operating 
under Federal regulation. On the contrary, the products are required 
to be labeled in a derog: itory manner to indicate that they are exempted 
from the provisions of the Poultry Products Inspection Act. This is 
contrary to the fact. It is misleading to the public. It is injurious to 
the poultry industry, in that such products are denied the benefit of a 
proper inspection legend and are required to carry a legend which 
makes the products suspect in the mind of the consuming public, since 
it implies that the consumer of such products will not have had the 
protection of inspection under the Poultry Products Inspection Act. 
This is an intolerable situation which has been imposed because ad- 
ministrative officials in the executive branch of the Government either 
have not requested suflicent funds or have not used the funds appro- 
priated to permit inspection or the proper labeling of poultry prod- 
ucts as directed by the Poultry Products Inspection Act. This is a 
situation which should not be permitted to continue and the Depart- 
ment, in requesting passage of H.R. 11050, indicates they would like 
to continue to deny inspec ction for these operations. This is contrary 
to the expressed will and direction of the Congress. 

The Department of Agriculture seems to have two standards for 
interpretation of laws passed by Congress—laws regulating the in- 
spection of red meat and poultry. A statement made this year before 
the Subcommittee on Agriculture of the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Represent: utives includes this from Assistant Secretary 
Ervin L. Peterson when he was speaking on red meat inspection: 

Nor can we recommend cutting off inspection of meat products * * * the as- 
surance that these products are prepared only from wholesome ingredients under 
sanitary conditions costs each person less than the retail price of one frankfurter 
per year. Furthermore, this service protects our valuable export markets—im- 
porting countries demand certificates showing that meat products have been 
federally inspected. 

As Mr. Peterson pointed out, these export markets are valuable and 
the record indicates the poultry industry is making tremendous ad- 
vances in securing these markets. U.S. exports of poultry were up 
over 125 million pounds in 1959, compared with only a little more than 
50 million pounds in 1958. The Foreign Agricultural Service of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture reports the results of the first quarter 
of 1960 showing poultr y meat exports up 56 percent over a like period 
in 1959, and canned poultry up 214 percent in the same period. 

The poultry industry has a market development program in co- 
operation with the U.S. Department of Agriculture which we feel has 
had a beneficial effect on our overall market. 

Our interest here then is not only in our domestic markets but in our 
export markets where the U.S. inspection seal is of extreme impor- 
tance. The inspection mark, a further assurance to the consumer of 


the wholesomeness of the product, is needed in both domestic and 
foreign markets. 
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We find it hard to reconcile, then, Mr. Roy Lennartson’s statement 
before the same Appropriations Committee when he said as follows: 

As indicated by the Assistant Secretary, we started out with a policy of 
exempting the food processing plants which use poultry as one ingredient of the 
product they were making, such as the chicken pie plants, the canning plants, 
and items of that nature. 

This action was taken even though Mr. Lennartson further said 
that the plants of this type are subject to the act. 

The provisions of the Poultry Products Inspection Act and the 
Meat Inspection Act are the same in this regard; that is, they both re- 
quire “ag gy i eng ar yeh ge oa In requesting appropria- 
tions for the inspection of red meat, the Department has included a 
very substantial sum for the inspection of meat products. It has 
failed to request funds for poultry products. It discriminates against 
such products and does not give the consumer the comparable assur- 
ance contemplated by the act. 

At the present time, these products are being subjected to suffi- 
cient inspection to satisfy the Department as to their wholesomeness, 
otherwise they could not move in interstate commerce. The only ele- 
ment that is lacking is that the cooking retort is not being continuous- 
ly watched. The act does not require that it be watched continuously, 
but if that is necessary, then the Secretary of Agriculture has the duty 
to request the necessary funds to do so. ‘We feel that this is a matter 
of real importance to the welfare of everyone associated with the 
alla ies inehiialed ehiche thes ncrtinniinn vubilio, 

This industry has for a period of years borne the full brunt of at- 
tack from Government agencies and worked diligently to bring the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act into being. By not providing the 
consumer with the added assurance of the official USDA inspection 
mark the Department has clearly attempted to defeat the express will 
of Congress and those groups who supported the enactment of the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act. This committee is requested to re- 
ject this legislation, H.R. 11050, supported by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

We believe it is the duty of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment to carry out the will of Congress and not attempt to substitute its 
judgment for that of the Congress. 

We thank you for the opportunity to present our views and will 
appreciate the privilege of answering any questions you have. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Williams. Are there any questions 
or comments? 

Mr. McIntire. I would simply want to observe that I received a 
communication from the Northeastern Poultry Producers Associa- 
tion who are associated with your American poultry industries, in 
which they indicated that they are in support of your statement. 

Mr. Jounson. Dr. Dixon, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Dixon. I would like to ask this question of the gentleman rep- 
resenting the National Turkey Federation, Mr. Hoosh. You represent 
the turkey association ? 

Mr. Hoosu. Yes. It isa part of this organization. 

Mr. Dixon. The president of your organization is not coming here? 

Mr. Hoosn. He will not be here. 
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Mr. Drxon. He is in accord with these views ? 

Mr. Hoosu. That is right. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you. 

Mr. Quire. I want to say that I have had a number of calls from the 
State of Minnesota from associations there who support this. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you. 

I might state that at the beginning of the hearing, I inserted a group 
of letters that I have received from various organizations in various 
places. They were made a part of the record. Mr. Parker, have you 
any statement that you wish to make at this time? 

Mr. Parker. Other than the fact that this very undesirable piece 
of legislation, apparently, from the Department arose, as was stated 
by the witness, out of budgetary considerations. And it is a measure 
which would seriously weaken and impair the Poultry Products In- 
spection Act which was enacted just 2 short years ago with the full 
and complete support of the Department of Agriculture, the Food 
and Drug Administration, the Public Health Service, and the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

This 2-year limitation, I believe, if my memory serves me correctly, 
was included in the act at the express request of the Department of 
Agriculture. The representatives of the Department of Agriculture 
drew analogies between the Poultry Products Inspection Act and the 
provisions of the Meat Inspection Act. And the testimony of Mr. 
Charles W. Bucy, the assistant general counsel, before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, stated that: 

And we analyzed this act in preparing these amendments so as to be sure that 
we got all of those desirable provisions that have been in the Meat Inspection 
Act, and in that form, so that there would be no question later that the same 
authority prevailed and that the same type of program could be administered 
by the Department under the legislation if enacted. 

In other words, the Department of Agriculture told the Congress 
of the United States that they wanted to carry out the same general 
type of program with respect to poultry as they did with red meat. 
Now, this year you see them coming before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the Congress of the United States with a dual policy—one 
which says, “We think meat products should be inspected” and the 
other where they say, “We will not ask for funds for poultry prod- 
ucts.” 

Those two policies are entirely inconsistent. They both cannot be 
corrected. 

We thing that this hearing will demonstrate that the policy they 
have tried to apply to poultry is completely contrary to the will 
of the consumers of the United States as well as that of the poultry 
industry. 

Mr. JoHnson. Do you have any comments to make with respect to 
the statement ? 

Mr. Princte. I do not know if I care to make a statement other 
than to concur in what Mr. Williams has said. I am present to an- 
swer any questions that you may have. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any questions? If not, we want to thank 
you for appearing before the committee and for your testimony, which 
will be considered very carefully by the subcommittee. 

Mr, Witu1ams. Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. Jonnson. Our next witness is Mr. George D. Riley, legislative 


representative of the American Federation of Labor and the CIO. 
We shall be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, AFL-CIO LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Rirxy. My name is George D. Riley, and I am the legislative 
representative of the AFL-CIO. 

We are opposed to the bill. 

I would ask leave to present the statement for the record, which 
gives ample reason why we are in opposition to the bill. 


Mr. Jounson. Your statement will be incorporated in the record 
at this point, 
(The prepared statement of George D. Riley follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GreorGE D. Rirey, AFL-CIO Leaistative REPRESENTATIVE, BErore 
THE HOUSE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE, ON H.R. 11050 To AMEND THE POULTRY 


Propucts INSPECTION ACT. 


The AFL-CIO is represented here today to register our energetic opposition 
to enactment of H.R. 11050. 

We believe that approval of this bill would be a serious mistake and a blow 
against consumers. It would be against the interest of the consuming public 
to make permanent the existing temporary authority of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to exempt poultry processors from the Poultry Products Inspection Act 
of 1957. 

Continuance of the exemptions the Secretary has already permitted, together 
with the possibility that new ones might be authorized, would clearly create a 
dangerous loophole in the law. It could ultimately result in serious damage to 
the protection afforded the public against poisoning and disease from unwhole- 
some or unfit poultry. The temporary exemption authority provided by section 
15(a) (3) should be permitted to expire on July 1, 1960, as now scheduled by the 
law. 

The exemption authority contained in section 15(a) (3) is exceedingly broad 
because it was designed to be in effect for only a short period. It gives the 
Secretary power to exempt “from specific provisions of this act”—and this can 
only be assumed to mean any or all provisions of the law—‘‘any person engaged 
in the processing of poultry or poultry products for commerce and the poultry 
or poultry products processed by such person.” 

Such a broad grant of authority to an administrative agency to decide whether 
or not the law should be applied, and under what conditions, can be justified only 
as a temporary expedient, only as a matter of practicability in getting a new 
law into smooth operation. We regard this as wholly inappropriate as a piece 
of permanent legislation and at cross purposes with the act of 1957. There is 
no limitation on the number of processors who may be exempted, on the type of 
processors that may be exempted, or any specific criteria processors must meet 
in order to qualify for exemption. 

All this is left to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. This dis- 
cretion, of course, is subject to the proviso that the exemption must “aid in 
the effective administration of the act,” but this phrase is susceptible of varying 
interpretations. 

We do not see, for example, how it will aid in the effective administration 
of the act for the Department of Agriculture to continue, as it proposes to do, 
its present exemptions of a whole class of poultry processors from continuous 
inspection requirements; namely, those plants engaged in “further processing” 
operations in the pr: duction of such foods as chicken soups and pies. 

It seems to us that this is in direct contravention of the effective adminis- 
tration of the act. This particular exemption, applicable to about 300 plants, 
offers nothing of benefit to the consumer ber, on the contrary, takes chances 
with his health. 

As has often been noted, processors not subject to continuous inspection may, 
under competitive pressures, yield to the temptation to obtain unfit poultry at 
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cheaper prices from noninspected slaughterers, even though the Department’s 
regulations forbid this. Moreover, the possibility is left open for the use of 
jmproper chemical additives, either harmful in themselves or designed to con- 
ceal food deterioration. 

Between the intermittent inspection visits that the Department provides for 
exempt plants, any relaxation of vigilance in sanitary precautions could have 
serious results. Many of the exempt plants prefer continuous inspection, but 
this is available only on a fee basis. Provision of inspection on a fee basis, 
however, may result in undermining the integrity of the inspections made. 

We well remember the condition in which this industry languished before the 
act was passed, the degree of widespread insanitation, the diseases and all the 
rest called to your committee’s attention. Recurrence of this we do not want. 
We are sure the poultry industry wants to prosper through consumer acceptance. 

As far as we can determine, the principal objective in continuing these ex- 
emptions is in order to save the money that will otherwise have to be appro- 
priated if the law goes fully into effect as scheduled, with its requirement for 
continuous inspection for all processors. 

The Department, in the expectation of getting H.R. 11050 enacted, did not 
eyen ask for the funds it would need to furnish the additional inspection serv- 
ices for further processing plants. We submit that the dictation of the budget 
is an irrelevant criterion in the administration of a law designed to protect 
the health and safety of the public. 

To quote the words of Representative Barratt O’Hara of the other day: 

“When it comes to human needs, I have never found my remedy in a book on 
arithmetic.” 

It is indeed an alarming thought that any time the Department wants to save 
some more money, it will issue some new exemption under the extremely broad 
grant of power that it would have. 

The danger of budgetary dilution of the law is not the only danger to which 
this bill would lay open the inspection program indefinitely into the future. It 
is inconceivable that nonexempt producers would not, from time to time, bring 
pressure upon the Department for exemption or special relaxation of provi- 
sions of the act to which they are subject. The only reliable assurance the 
consumer can have against this type of inroad (usually invisible to the general 
public) is a law that simply does not permit discretionary exemptions. The 
administrative agency of the Government should be free of the special plead- 
ings that such exemption authority seems certain to invite. 

Finally, the AFL-CIO feels the utmost concern that if H.R. 11050 is enacted, 
a strong case can be made for inserting similar exemption authority into the 
Meat Inspection Act. The exemption provision will have lost its character as a 
temporary, necessary evil but instead will stand legitimized as a permanent 
departure from the continuous inspection principle. In this way, extension to 
the Meat Inspection Act will become a logical sequel. 

We believe strongly that the original exemption provision, conceived as a com- 
promise with time, should not now be converted into a compromise with the 
law itself. We ask that the committee reject H.R. 11050 and allow the Poultry 
Products Inspection Act to go fully into effect on schedule, as of July 1, 1960. 

Mr. Ritey. We had an early interest and gave early attention to 
this legislation, as I know most of the senior members of the com- 
mittee will recall. 

As the representative of the country’s largest organized group of 
consumers, we think that we have more than a passing interest in 
this legislation. We have worked assiduously for 2 or 3 years to get 
this legislation on the books. 

At that time we had our misgivings about where this administrative 
function was going to be reposed. We initially believed that this 
belonged in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
specifically in the Food and Drug Administration. I am not at all 
sure that we were wrong in the light of later events, including the 
submission of this present bill. 

There was a Cabinet meeting on it and this legislation, that is, this 
proposed legislation at that time was determined to be logically fitted 
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into the Department of Agriculture. We then felt that it should be 
a companion piece of legislation to the red meat inspection act. That 
seemed not to be suited to the thinking of those in the executive br: anch, 
and it was put into the Production and Marketing Research Branch. 

The testimony this morning shows that only two men, apparently, 
have the responsibility of attempting to skip the effectiveness of this 
act, Mr. Benson and Mr. Staats. 

In that connection, I might recall to you this statement. I remem- 
ber some cogent words which were uttered on the floor of the House 
only a week ago last Friday when Mr. O’Hara, for whom I know 
you have great affection—he was talking about human needs—in one 
little sentence summed this subject better than I could sum it up for 
you when he said, “When it comes to human needs, I have never found 
any remedy in the book on arithmetic.” 

I am sure those words will be repeated many times. They are going 
to sink into the thinking of many people who may have their doubts 
today whether they are ‘doing the right thing in attempting to bring 
what I believe is a needed stabilization in this industry. 

As I recall, the poultry industry was a rather sick industry in 1956 
when we first attempted to get this legislation, and in 1957 when we 
were successful with the active assistance of your committee. I under- 
stand there is still room for improvement in the industry for stabili- 

zation. It seems to me that this sort of legislative maneuver on the 

part of the Department of Agriculture will do the industry no good. 
It is, in my opinion, going to cause some doubts which should have 
been slumbering all of this time to be aroused and rearoused to the 
point that there is going to be some consumers, in my belief, who 
will say: “We thought this was all settled—we had peace of mind 
and we were told at the time that there were communicable diseases 
that could be had from poultry, both on the part of those who were 
employed in the industry and those who sat down at the dinner table 
to eat them.’ 

I hope that you will make short shrift of this bill and deal with it 
as it should be dealt with and put it in the round file. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you, Mr. Riley 

Mr. Ritey. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonunson. We have with us Congressman Robison of New York. 
We shall be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD W. ROBISON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 37TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Rostson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appear not here to 
present any statement myself, but to introduce to you, if it will be in 
order, Mr. Samuel Goldin, w ho is vice president of the Specialty Foods 
Corp. Mr. Goldin represents, I think very well, the small business 
community vitally affected by the legislation you have before you. 
He has a brief statement. I would appreciate very much your giving 
him your consideration. 

I would like further to say that I associate myself with the remarks 
that he is about to make. 
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Mr. Jonnson. Thank you. We will be glad to hear from you now, 
Mr. Goldin. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL GOLDIN, VICE PRESIDENT, SPECIALTY 
FOODS CORP., JOHNSON CITY, N.Y. 


Mr. Gorprn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank 
you for this opportunity to testify on the subject of the House of 
Representatives bill No. 11050, the amendment to the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act. We are strongly opposed to this amendment for, we 
feel, it is detrimental to both industry and the public. 

The amendment, in our opinion— 

(a) will continue the economic hardship of expensive volun- 
tary inspection on small companies such as ours, 

(6) will encour age the lowering of food standards in the in- 
dustry, and 

(c) adversely affect and, in many instances, defeat the purpose 
of the Poultry Act to protect the wholesomeness of poultry 
products. 

The company I represent. belongs to the small business segment of 
the industry. Our company, like many of comparable size, is owned, 
operated, and managed by its stockholders. Starting modestly with 
half a dozen employees it has grown to a present still modest, ‘but. in 
our distressed labor area not “negligible size, where it employs an 
average of 60 and in season close to 75 employees. 

Approximately 3 years ago, about the time the Poultry Act was 
being discussed in Congress, our company was faced with a critical 
problem. It outgrew its old facilities, and though it was not suffi- 
ciently strong financially to carry the burden of expansion cost, it had 
to expand if it were to continue to exist. 

The passage of the Poultry Act with its provisions of compulsory 
and free inspection opened new possibilities. By putting poultry 
products on par with meat products it promised to help increase public 
confidence in poultry products and thus, encourage consumption. By 
its provision of free inspection it promised to relieve particularly the 
small manufacturer of a considerable financial burden. 

We were especially encouraged by the speed with which the Poultry 
Division of the U.S. Department of Agriculture set out to implement 
the act. By frequent memorandums issued in fall of 1957 and spring 
of 1958 it invited the processors to comply speedily with the act and 
to avail themselves as soon as possible of the free inspection service 
even prior to January 1959 when the act was to take effect. 

Encouraged by these prospects we proceeded with expansion plans, 
built a new plant, applied for inspection under the new Poultry Act 
and, having complied with all the requirements, received compulsory 
inspection in August of 1958. 

In December of the same year free inspection was withdrawn and 
we were given the alternative of either applying for exemption or 
applying for, and paying for the costly voluntary inspection. In fact, 
however, we had no choice. 

Our company, from its very inception, operated under inspection 
as a guarantee of wholesomeness and quality and uniformity of stand- 
ards of our products. Furthermore, we had started to develop an ex- 
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port business which requires, due to importing countries regulations, 
products bearing the inspection legend. 

Faced then with the loss of our export business which presently 
constitutes approximately one-third of our volume and the loss of our 
products’ reputation with the resulting loss of domestic markets, we 
decided to continue to operate under inspection in spite of its expense. 

We were encouraged in this decision by the USDA’s release of 
December 5, 1958, which, while announcing the exemption of canning 
and similar organizations from compulsory y inspection, stated that 
this period of exemption “will not extend beyond July 1, 1960, and 
may be terminated” at any time prior to that date. 

Now, a month before the expiration of the exemption period, this 
amendment is being considered, which by providing the Secretary 
with further authority to extend the exemption period would negate 
the main purposes of the poultry Act. 

The effect of the amendment of small businesses cannot help but 
be adverse. The small businesses in the poultry field already strug- 
gling with difficulty for survival will have to continue to bear the 
burden of expensive inspection. Added to the generally rising cost 
of doing business, which, in their position, they cannot pass on in the 
form of increased prices and only with difficulty absorb, their competi- 
tive position will be further weakened. 

However, the detrimental effect of continuing the exemption prac- 
tice will undoubtedly spread beyond the small companies which may 
not be able to survive the continuation of the financial burden of 
voluntary inspection. It will, as it must, have a detrimental effect on 
the industry as a whole. 

As the burden of voluntary inspection continues, more companies 
will apply for exemptions. A continuously larger segment of the 
industry will operate without continuous inspection. Under the bur- 
den of stiffening competition some c ompanies will undoubtedly lower 
the product standards of quality as it has happened in the past, and 
thus, soon force others to do it as a matter of self-defense. The De- 
partment cannot supervise the industry under a system of spot inspec- 
tion. This system did not work in the past nor can it work in the 
future. The safeguarding of proper minimal st: aa rds, the protec- 
tion against unsc rupulous competition, these aims cannot and will not 
be accomplished by depriving the industry of compulsory, free 
inspection. 

However, over and above these aims of the Poultry Act which was 
to bring order to and raise the level of an important section of the 
country’s food industry was the fundamental purpose of protecting 
the public health. It is this purpose, the pur pose that motivated con- 
gressional action and was explicitly stated in the preamble to the 
Poultry Act “to prevent the movement in interstate or foreign com- 
merce—of poultry products which are unwholesome, adulterated, or 
otherwise unfit for human food” which is going to be thwarted by 
extending the exemption period as intended by this bill of the House 
of Representatives No. 11050. 

The half-century experience with the so-called Red Meat Act has 
proven that the only assurance of full protection against unwhole- 
some practices can be obtained only through a full inspection of all 
the stages of food processing from slaughtering through to the final 
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packaging. It is indisputable that poultry and poultry products are 
more perishable than red meat or red meat products. If, to safe- 

uard the public health, a continuous inspection of all manufactur- 
ing steps is necessary for red meat products, then it should be indis- 
pensable for poultry products. 

This viewpoint was, indeed, shared by Congress. The Poultry Act 
of 1957 provided for inspection not only at the point of slaughtering 
and eviscerating but also of all stages of processing of poultry prod- 
ucts. The wholesomeness of a food at the starting point of process- 
ing is no guarantee of its wholesomeness at its final stage. To guar- 
antee this wholesomeness proper safeguards must be maintained 
through the whole cycle of operations. 

We, therefore, urgently and respectfully request Congress not only 
to refuse the Secretary further discretionary power to extend the ex- 
emption period, but to take positive steps by providing funds, if 
necessary, to fully implement the congressional act. of 1957, the Poul- 
try Act. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Goldin. Are there any questions? 

Mr. McIntire. What is the fee that you pay for the inspection 
service with which you are now provided ? 

Mr. Gotprn. We pay, approximately, $4.30 for the regular inspec- 
tion and $4.90, I believe, for the other. Over and above that we pay a 
surcharge of 25 percent. We pay, approximately, more than $5.50 
an hour for regular inspection time. 

Mr. McIntire. How many inspectors are supplied to your plant 
in relation to the inspection service that you are now getting? 

Mr. Gotprn. We have one inspector now at the plant presently. 

Mr. McIntire. On the premises? 

Mr. Gotprn. As a matter of fact, he is a meat inspector and does the 
inspection for the poultry department. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Levertnc. How many hours per week does he serve ? 

Mr. Gotprn. Approximately 20 to 25 hours for the poultry prod- 
ucts. 

Mr. Levertrne. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you, Congressman Robison and Mr. Goldin. 

Mr. Rostson. Thank you. 

Mr. Gotprn. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonson. Our next witness is Dr. Harry E. Kingman. We 
will be glad to hear you now. You are a doctor of veterinary medi- 
cine appearing on behalf of the American Veterinary Medical Asso- 
ciation ? 

Mr. Krneman. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonson. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCI- 
ATION, PRESENTED BY HARRY E. KINGMAN, JR. 


Mr. Kineman. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am Harry E. Kingman, Jr., a doctor of veterinary medicine. I am 
appearing on behalf of the American Veterinary Medical Association. 
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The American Veterinary Medical Association does not favor the 
amending legislation to the Poultry Products Inspection Act which if 
enacted would establish a permanent exemption to certain poultry 
products and would remove them from inspection under the act. This 
action we fear would permit unwholesome, and adulterated poultry 
or poultry products to enter the channels of interstate commerce and 
reach the tables of the consuming public. 

On March 7, 1957 the American Veterinary Medical Association 
appeared before a similar subcommittee of the 85th Congress favoring 
the endorsing legislation which established the Poultry Inspection 
Act. This statement appears on pages 97-98 of the report of those 
hearings. 

The Meat Inspection Act and the Poultry Products Inspection Act 
have provided necessary controls to assure the consuming public a 
wholesome, clean, unadulterated meat and poultry product when it 
reaches their tables. These controls have provided a minimum rather 
than a maximum of i inspection and carry upon the inspected product 
the seal indicating Federal inspection. 

The consuming public has learned to recognize this seal and places 
upon it the confidence that the product meets definite standards. The 
consuming public is entitled to have controls which are adequate in 
protecting them when purchasing meat and poultry products. Per- 
mitting certain products to move without inspection seriously weakens 
these standards. 

The use of additives are called to our attention daily in the public 
press. Many are unsafe. Others can be used to change the physical 
appearance of many foods. This use of additives constitutes adultera- 
tion of food and masks possible unwholesomeness of meat and poultry 
products. Protection for the public against the use of additives that 
are unfit for human consumption and new ones can only be assured 
through constant inspection. 

The facilities in which meat and poultry products are produced is 
as essential as the product itself. More than 50 years of exper lence 
under the Meat Inspection Act of 1906 has brought about an adequate 
concept of proper facilities for the production of meat products. 
These standards need to be constantly reviewed and improved so that 
the environmental conditions under which these products are pro- 
duced assures the consuming public of an adequ: ite supply of whole- 
some, healthful meat and poultry products. The mark of inspection 
must be backed up by an inspection program that assures compliance 
with high sanitation standards. 

The exemption provisions included in the Poultry Products Inspec- 
tion Act which would be affected by enactment of H.R. 11050 were 
written into the law to permit an orderly transition from voluntary 
inspection and uninspected operation of plants to full compliance 
with the intent and letter of the act. 

It was recognized that during the period immediately following 
the enactment of this new law certain flexibility would be desirable 
and necessary in order to avoid direct violation and/or noncompliance. 

No one, I am sure, considered this exemption anything more than a 
temporary expendience in moving from a dangerous and hazardous 
position to one of consumer protection and doing so in a reasonable 
manner. 
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The declaration of policy contained in section 3 of the act certainly 
will not permit the adoption of an exemption such as contemplated 
by the proposed legislation. 

The American Veterinary Medical Association wishes to thank the 
committee for the opportunity to present this statement and urges 
that the proposed amendment to the Poultry Products Inspection Act 
not be enacted. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any questions? I know that your associa- 
tion is very much interested in this program and doing a lot of work 
along this line. 

Mr. Kineman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jounson. I understand that Mr. Reuben Johnson, of the Na- 
tional Farmers Union, wishes to make a brief statement. 


STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would like to make a brief oral statement. Through the example of 
the meat inspection and other programs the farmers have learned 
that regulatory measures which provide effective and real consumer 
protection are good business. They are good for the consumer and 
they are good for the farmer. 

The poultry inspection program is the best insurance the producers 
can have against such occurrences as experienced this year by the cran- 
berry growers. In fact, the poultry inspection program has already 
helped producers. 

With Federal inspection the caponette problem was handled with- 
out the consumers losing faith in the poultry products that they were 
accustomed to buying at the retail outlets. 

We believe that it is penny wise and pound foolish to ask for this 
legislation in the interests of budgetary considerations. The effect 
of the legislation is to break faith with the consumers and to sidestep 
the will of the Congress. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. Thank you, Mr. Johnson, for your 
statement. 

Mr. Revsen Jonnson. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. We started this hearing today with the 
statement of a Congresswoman, and we are going to close with the 
statement of another lady, Miss Sally Butler, who is legislative repre- 
sentative of the Federation of Women’s Clubs. It has ‘been my privi- 
lege to become acquainted with Miss Butler in respect to other legisla- 
tion. I was always glad to have her on my side. I know the poultry 
people are glad to have her on their side today. 


STATEMENT OF MISS SALLY BUTLER, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION, 
GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, WASHINGTON, 
D.C. 


Miss Burter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank 
you. I want to thank you for the opportunity to appear here and to 
represent the general federation. 

For the record Iam Sally Butler, the director of legislation for the 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs. This is an organization with 
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a membership of 5 million women in the United States, most of whom 
are homemakers and who are interested mostly in the welfare of their 
families. 

As I speak here when I think of poultry, to most of the women 
of the country it means meat, because all meals are formulated around 
some sort of meat. So as we speak of it you think of that. 

This organization I represent was chartered by the Congress of 
the United States in 1901 and since that time the general federation 
has, among other things, concerned itself with problems of interest to 
the consumer. Our membership has been educated to watch for the 
U.S. Government inspection endorsement on the meats they buy for 
their family consumption. 

We, as an organization, put a great deal of effort into getting a law 
passed, as we did only a few short years ago, which would require 
proper poultry inspection. We watch for the Government tags on 
the poultry and the meats that we buy. 

And, incidentally, we felt that when that law was passed that poul- 
try at last was considered meat. 

‘Now there are those who would limit or curtail certain meat in- 
spections. 

The women of this country who are more interested, perhaps than 
any other group, want to know what is back of this suggested legis- 
lation and why are they wanting less inspection? As women we want 
more, not less. We want all of the food that we give to our families to 
be as clean and sanitary as it is possible to have it, and we want to 
know that it comes from healthy animals and fowls. 

Our Government spent plenty of money on other less vital projects 
which may, indeed, affect only a portion of our population, whereas 
nearly everyone eats meat and would be adversely affected if unwhole- 
some or unclean meats were forced upon the consumer and they would 
be forced upon us if the consumers’ plea for complete inspection is 
denied, leaving no choice but to take our chances of sickness and dis- 
ease caused by eating dirty and unwholesome meats. 

We have heard authorities say, “We are what we eat,” hence if we 
are to be healthy we must use every potential to guard against un- 
inspected meats. 

To indicate to you the interest of the Federation of Woman’s Clubs 
in the consumer I quote a resolution which says that we believe that 
the consumer interests need more and not less attention and this is the 
resolution, the title of which is, “U.S. Department of Consumer In- 
terests,” passed by the convention in 1955 where we had delegates 
from every State and a discussion of this subject. And I quote the 
resolution : 

Whereas the General Federation of Women's Clubs recognizes the fact that 
the well-being of the home and family are dependent upon consumer education 
and skills in buying wisely and using effectively consumer goods and services; 
and 

Whereas the General Federation of Women’s Clubs has long been seeking a 
solution to the problem of the consuming public; and 

Whereas the interests of business and of labor are protected and advanced 
by a Department headed by a Secretary in the Cabinet of the President of the 
United States, and the consuming public whose welfare is equally important to 
a sound economy, is not so represented and protected: Therefore be it 
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Resolwed, That the General Federation of Women’s Clubs recommends the 
establishinent of a U.S. department dedicated to the education of consumers, 
good management by the consumers, and protection of the interests of the 
consuming public, which is headed by a Secretary in the Cabinet of the President 
of the United States ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That such Government agencies as the Bureau of Standards, the 
Food and Drug Administration, Education and Inspection Services of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, the Federal Trade Commission, and Information 
Bureau, and other such bureaus, agencies and boards as can render services, be 
contributing agencies to the proposed department of consumer interests. 


I might say to you—it is not in my statement, that I would like to 
comment that about 5 years prior to this, about 1950, the General 
Federation had a resolution suggesting that there be a committee set 
up whose porn was to watch the consumer interests. So you see 
we are in favor of real consumer protection. We want a department 
whose major responsibility is to protect the consumer. 

We of the general federation are interested in what our families eat. 
We urge and beseech you gentlemen to defeat legislation which would 
reduce meat inspection in any way whatsoever and that includes 
poultry. We are supporting you in trying to defeat this legislation. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you, Miss Butler. Are there any questions? 

Mr. McIntire. I want to express my appreciation for your fine 
statement. 

Miss Butter. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. And I want to thank you, too. 

Miss Butter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you for the 
privilege of being here. 

Mr. Jounson. Is there anyone here who was not on the witness list 
who wants to make a statement at this time, or is there anyone besides 
the Department, who would like to say something additional? If not, 
the hearing is adjourned. 

(The following letters and telegrams have been received by the 
subcommittee and are inserted in the record without objection :) 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1960. 
Hon. Haroip D. CooLey, 
Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am vitally interested in the Poultry Inspection Act as 
it directly affects the poultry food processing industry in my congressional 
district. 

With specific reference to the bill being considered by your committee, H.R. 
11050 which amends the act with respect to exemptions under the act by elimi- 
nating the July 1960 limitation; in the case of poultry processors, I am taking 
this means of expressing my objections to the striking out of the termination 
date of the discretionary exemption authority to be granted the Secretary of 
Agriculture, giving him indefinite authority. There is reason to believe that 
the exemption authority is now being grossly misused by the Department to 
excuse itself or actually exempt itself from performing its obligations under 
the act providing the inspection service required by Congress. 

I believe that such legislation, if enacted, will be detrimental to the poultry 
producer and processing industry. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sincerely yours, 
WaALTerR H. MOELLER. 
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VAN VALIN FROZEN Foops Co., 
Snohomish, Wash., May 26, 1960. 
Hon. JAcK WESTLAND, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. WestLAnD: The USDA apparently is determined to withhold the 
benefits of the Poultry Products Inspection Act from packers of processed poul- 
try products. Being a packer of processed poultry products, I am opposed to 
this policy. I wish to urge you to do what you can to force the USDA to fur. 
nish inspection service to the packers of processed poultry products as required 
by the Poultry Products Inspection Act of August 8, 1957. 

This act which went into effect January 1, 1959, made Government inspection 
compulsory as a requirement for interstate shipment of poultry or processed 
poultry products and provided for inspection service to be furnished and paid 
for by the USDA. 

The USDA subsequently issued regulations that exempted packers of go- 
ealled “further processed poultry products” such as frozen chicken pies and 
canned chicken products. This so-called exemption was actually a discrimina- 
tion against packers of further processed poultry products as they were denied 
the use of the USDA inspection legend on their labels, but still were required 
to meet all of the sanitary requirements of USDA inspection in regard to plant 
facilities, processing procedures, and label approval. 

According to the Poultry Products Inspection Act, this exemption imposed 
by the USDA could not extend beyond July 1, 1960. It now turns out that the 
USDA has introduced H.R. 11051 requesting permanent authority to continue 
this so-called exemption of packers of processed poultry products. I under- 
stand that a hearing was held on this bill this week on May 23. 

I am a packer of chicken pies, turkey pies, beef pies, chicken a la king, chicken 
tamales, and beef tamales. I cannot afford to subscribe to the voluntary inspec- 
tion service of the USDA and pay for a full-time inspector because of the small 
volume that we manufacture. 

The exemption regulation has denied me the free inspection service and has 
denied me the use of the inspection legend on our labels. It’s the same old story 
of discrimination against small businesses. We cannot maintain consumer ac- 
ceptance for our products without the USDA inspection legend in competition 
with the larger companies whose large volume enables them to pay for full- 
time USDA inspection under the voluntary inspection program and who there- 
fore can at present use the USDA inspection legend. We hear so much prop- 
aganda that our Government is doing so much for small business, but the facts 
tell a different story. The pressure against small business increases steadily 
and surely. 

If the USDA Meat Inspection Division can furnish inspection service to all 
packers of meat and meat foods and has for years, why can’t the poultry in- 
spection diviison do the same thing? Why should packers of processed poul- 
try products be deprived of the benefits of the Poultry Inspection Act? 

I respectfully request that you do everything in your power to defeat the 
USDA’s bill and see that the packers of processed poultry products are allowed 
to use the USDA inspection legend on their products and that they get the in- 
spection service furnished by the Government as provided in the Poultry Prod- 
ucts Inspection Act of August 8, 1957. 

Very truly yours, 
C. F. Van VALIN. 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C., June 14, 1960. 
Hon. HAROLD CooLey, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLey : The Farm Bureau played a very active part in the 
development and enactment of the Poultry Products Inspection Act which sub- 
jects the poultry industry to mandatory Federal inspection. Since the enact- 
ment of this legislation USDA has encountered some difficulties because of lack 
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of funds in carrying out the administration of the act. As a result they have 
provided an exemption from inspection for the so-called further processed poultry 
items. 

Since this exemption will expire July 1, 1960, legislation, H.R. 11050, has been 
introduced to extend this authority. The American Farm Bureau Federation in 
testifying before the Agricultural Appropriations Subcommittees has urged that 
adequate funds be appropriated for the poultry inspection service. We have 
particularly urged that funds be made available in order that inspection of the 
“further processed poultry items” can take place. 

Because we feel it is important that all the provisions of the mandatory poul- 
try inspection law be implemented, we are urging that the exemption of further 
processed poultry items not be extended. We have recommended that suffi- 
cient funds to carry on this work be provided. 

We would appreciate your making this letter a part of the hearing record on 
this proposed legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN C,. LYNN, 
Legislative Director. 


BADGER TURKEY INDUSTRIES, INC., 
Barron, Wis., May 21, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER R. JOHNSON, 
Congressman, Ninth District of Wisconsin, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON: We wish to again call your attention to the 
matter of providing inspection services for further processing of poultry prod- 
ucts. We understand that the Subcommittee on Poultry and Eggs of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, of which you are the chairman, is scheduled to hold 
hearings on H.R. 11050 on Monday, May 23. This bill would permit USDA to 
enforce an exemption from furnishing inspection services and to deny the label- 
ing and services as provided for in the original Poultry Products Inspection Act. 

As outlined in our letter to you on March 11, 1960, we urge that you and your 
colleagues will support the position taken by the poultry industry to insure that 
adequate funds are provided for such inspection services and to oppose any 
measure such as H.R. 11050 designed to prevent such services to be rendered by 
USDA. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and we will be happy to furnish 
further information or to discuss our views with you by telephone should you 
feel it desirable. 

Respectfully yours, 
WALLACE H, JEROME, President. 


FREMONT, MicH., May 25, 1960. 
Representative Rosert P. GRIFFIN, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Regarding H.R. 11050 on poultry inspection, we feel strongly that either Gov- 
ernment funds should be appropriated for poultry inspection or that secondary 
poultry processors who are not furnished resident inspection should be permitted 
the use of the regular poultry inspection. Seal rather than the present require- 
ment that the exemption be stated on the label in such a manner that the con- 
sumer believes the product to be completely uncontrolled and therefore probably 
of poor or uncertain quality when actually the product must confirm to all 
aspects of the law except the resident inspection. 

M. D. KIMBELL, 
GERBER Propucts Co. 
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RicE LAKE, WIs., June 13, 1960. 
Hon. Lester R. JOHNSON, 


Congressman, Ninth District of Wisconsin, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

It has come to our attention that H.R. 11050 on which hearings are being held 
today by your subcommittee is not in the best interests of the poultry industry. 
It is our hope that you will support the poultry industry’s position and vote to 
have this unfavorable legislation voted down in committee. 

CHIPPEWA TURKEY FARM, 
Mr. and Mrs. B. L. Murca, 
New Auburn, Wis. 


(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the committee adjourned. ) 
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